An examination of the influence of student teaching experience on preservice elementary teachers\u27 self-efficacy judgments about the full-inclusion of students with exceptional needs in the regular education elementary classroom by Eckerson, Nancy Ann
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1995
An examination of the influence of student teaching
experience on preservice elementary teachers' self-
efficacy judgments about the full-inclusion of
students with exceptional needs in the regular
education elementary classroom
Nancy Ann Eckerson
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Elementary Education and Teaching Commons, and the Special Education and
Teaching Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Eckerson, Nancy Ann, "An examination of the influence of student teaching experience on preservice elementary teachers' self-efficacy
judgments about the full-inclusion of students with exceptional needs in the regular education elementary classroom " (1995).
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 10897.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/10897
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
filmg the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 
be from ai^ type of computer printer. 
The quality of this reprodaction is dependent upon the quali^ of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion. 
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book. 
Photogrsqjhs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for aiQr photographs or illustrations 
^>pearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directiy 
to order. 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor. Ml 48106-1346 USA 
313.'761-4700 800/521-0600 

An examination of the influence of student teaching experience on preservice elementary 
teachers' self-efficacy judgments about the full-inclusion of students with exceptional needs in 
the regular education elementary classroom 
by 
Nancy Ann Eckerson 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Department: Professional Studies in Education 
Major: Education (Educational Administration) 
A p p r o v e d : M e m b e r s  o f  t h e  C o m m i  
In^j^parge ofl^jor Work 
For the Major Etepartmi 
For the Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1995 
Copyright © Nancy Ann Eckerson, 1995. All rights reserved. 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
DMI Number: 9531733 
Copyright 1995 by 
Eckerson, Nancy Ann 
All rights reserved. 
DMI Microform 9531733 
Copyright 1995, by DMI Company. All rights reserved. 
This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, Dnited States Code. 
UMI 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
ii 
Dedicated with love to the memory of 
Grandma Helen 
and 
Grandma Annie 
And to all those voices of wisdom that have whispered to me along the way. 
-Dhyani Ywahoo 
iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ix 
ABSTRACT xi 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCnON 1 
Need For The Study 6 
Purpose 7 
Research Questions 9 
Null Hypotheses 10 
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 12 
Teacher Tolerance, Referral Behavior, And Heterogeneous Classrooms 13 
Motivation Theory And The Domain Of Social Cognitive Theories 18 
Bandura's Theory Of Self-Efficacy 24 
The Application Of Bandura's Self-Efficacy Theory To Teacher Tolerance Of 
Heterogeneous Classrooms 30 
Sources Of Information About Exceptional Students Presented In Preservice 
Teacher Education Programs 34 
CHAPTER 3: METHOD 40 
Procedure 40 
Instrumentation 44 
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 55 
Reliability 55 
Descriptive Statistics for Each Dependent Measure Aggregated Across Items 57 
Null Hypothesis 1 57 
Null Hypothesis 2 60 
Null Hypothesis 3 63 
iv 
Null Hypothesis 4 65 
Null Hypothesis 5 72 
Null Hypothesis 6 78 
Null Hypothesis 7 83 
Null Hypothesis 8 85 
Summary of Findings 86 
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 89 
Summary of Study 89 
Conclusions and Discussion 90 
limitations 96 
Recommendations For Further Research 97 
Recommendations For Practice 98 
REFERENCES 100 
APPENDIX A: LETTER OF INTEREST TO SECURE A SAMPLE 105 
APPENDIX B: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 106 
APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT 116 
APPENDIX D: LETTER TO STUDENT TEACHERS FOR POSTTEST MEETING 117 
APPENDK E: COVER LETTER SENT WITH MAILED SURVEYS 118 
APPENDIX F: FEEDBACK FORM 119 
APPENDK G: INTRODUCTION TO SECnON 1 OF THE SURVEY 
INSTRUMENT 121 
APPENDIX H: STUDENT CASE DESCRIPTIONS 122 
APPENDIX I: CUE LEVEL COMBINATIONS FOR EACH STUDENT CASE 
DESCRIPTION 125 
APPENDIX!: SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 1: INCLUSION READINESS, 
SELF-HTICACY EXPECTATION, AND OUTCOME 
EXPECTATION 126 
V 
APPENDIX K: INTRODUCTION TO SECnON 2 OF THE SURVEY 
INSTRUMENT 127 
APPENDK L: CUE LEVEL SENTENCES FOR SECTION 2 OF THE SURVEY 
INSTRUMENT 128 
APPENDIX M: SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 2: SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 129 
APPENDK N: SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 3: DEPTH OF EXPERIENCES 131 
APPENDIX O: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 132 
vi 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the difference between efficacy expectations and 
outcome expectations. (Bandura, 1977, p. 193) 5 
Figure 2. Major sources of efficacy information and the principal sources through which 
different modes of treatment operate. (Bandura, 1977, p. 195) 6 
vii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1: Demographic Information 42 
Table 2: Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for scores combined to form each cue level 56 
Table 3: Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for repeated case studies 56 
Table 4: Mean pretest, posttest, and change (D) scores and their standard deviations that 
are associated with each dependent measure for the student teaching and 
nonstudent teaching groups 58 
Table 5: Pillais multivariate test of significance and the associated univariate statistics 
resulting from 2X2 MANOVAS with time as a within subjects factor (pretest and 
posttest) and expmence as a between subjects factor (student teaching group and 
nonstudent teaching group) 59 
Table 6: Mean pretest and posttest scores and their standard deviations that are associated 
with each dependent measure for the student teaching group (N=41). 
MANOVA: REPEATED MEASURE test with time as a within-subject factor 
(pretest and posttest) 62 
Table 7: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests pps) that are 
associated with each dependent measure aggre^gated by ability cue level 
dimensions (cognitive ability, behavioral ability, and physical ability) 64 
Table 8: The student teaching group's (N=41) posttest means and standard deviations that 
are associated with each d^ndent measure aggregated by ability cue level 
dimensions. Significance tests (Fs) that are associated with each dependent 
measure with ability cue level dimensions as a within-subjects factor (cognitive 
ability, behaviwal ^ility, and physical ability) 66 
Table 9: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) that are 
associated with each dependent measure aggr^ated by cognitive ability cue level 
(average cognitive ability, mild cognitive disability, and severe cognitive 
Usability) 68 
Table 10: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are associated with each 
dependent measure for the student teaching group ^=41). MANOVA 
procedure with cognitive ability cue level as a within-subject factor (average 
cognitive ability, ]^d cognitive disability, and severe cognitive disability). 
Pl^ed orthogonal set: 1) mild cognitive with average cognitive; 2) severe 
cognitive with mild cognitive and average cognitive 69 
Table 11: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) that are 
associated with each dq)endent measure aggregated by behavioral ability cue 
level (average behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, and extemaliang 
behavior) 74 
viii 
Table 12: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are associated with each 
dependent measure for the student teaching group (N=41). MANOVA 
procedure with behavioral ability cue level as a witWn-subject factor (average 
behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, and externalizing behavior). Planned 
orthogonal set: 1) internalizing behavior with average behavioral ability; 2) 
externalizing behavior with internalizing behavior and average behavior^ 
ability 
Table 13: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) that are 
associated with each dependent measure aggr^ated by physical ability cue level 
(average physical ability and impaired physical ability) 
Table 14: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are associated with each 
d^ndent measure for the student teaching group (N=41). MANOVA 
procedure with physical ability cue level as a withiin-subject factor (average 
physical ability and impaired physical ability) 
Table 15: Correlation matrix for posttest measures of classroom choice, job acceptance, 
self-efficacy, outcome expectations, recommend speced., And sources of 
information aggregated across all student ability cues and within the student 
teacher group 
ix 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
Though a tree grow ever so high, the falling leaves return to the ground. 
-Malay proverb 
I return this achievement to the many persons and forces that actively 
contribute to my life. 
To my beloved husband who sacrificed much and gives even more. I am enriched by 
the life we are building together with equal parts of love, friendship, respect, and support 
To my beloved daughters, Samantha and Miranda. They restore my life with their 
love, humor, and sense of joy. I wish for them, everything they wish for themselves. 
To my loving parents, Sam and Ann Erickson. They have willingly shared the burden 
of ray sorrows and helped pave the way for my successes with their genarous love and 
support. 
To the greatest siblings in the world; Dave, Sally, and Kathy. Each have been 
encouraging, loving, and forgiving over the years. I'm convinced that I'm who I am today 
because I was the child in the middle of the three of you!! 
To my fabulous family-in-law; Dale, Gertrude, Joan, Rolf, David, and Vickie. I 
appreciate being a member of this warm and loving family. You have all been so helpful over 
the years as Randy and I have continued our education. 
To my major professor. Dr. Jim Sweeney. I am grateful that he expected the best I 
hope to acknowledge his contribution by returning to my students all that he has given to me. 
To my doctoral committee; Dr. Tom Andre, Dr. Barb Licklider, Dr. Dan Reschly, and 
Dr. Ann Thompson. They each provide an exceptional model of scholarship and 
professionalism in their respective fields that I will strive to emulate in my own. 
X 
To the faculty and preservice teachers at Mankato State University without whom this 
research would not be possible. Especially to Dr. Edward Babel. He supervised me as a 
student teacher and then gave me his full support during this research project 
To the 'gray bench' gang; Ann Espinosa, Bob Carlson, and Julie McClure. They 
taught me about teaching, friendship, and having fiin. 
To Nina Carran. She noticed something, provided me with rich learning 
opportunities, and then helped me out on my own. 
Finally, to the many friends and colleagues, past and present, who have contributed to 
ray continual growth through their encouragement and discourse: Carol Anderson, Greg 
Asher, Mary Delagardelle, Nancy Fenrick, liouise Hedrick, Bruce Joyce, Ralph Kudella, 
Jean Leicester, Bob Miller, Tony Netusil, Mary Ellen Pearson, Jan Sherman, Tom Sherman, 
Nancy Werner, Maudie Williams, all my MSU and WSU students, and The Urbandale 
Kindergarten Center. 
xi 
ABSTRACT 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the influence of student teaching 
experience on four aspects crucially related to preservice teachers' ability to teach in the 
increasingly complex environments created by exceptional students: self-efficacy, outcome 
expectations, sources of information, and choice behavior or perceived ability to cope with 
students that present exceptional challenges in a full-inclusion regular education classroom. 
The study utilized a nonrandomized control group, pretest-posttest quasi-experimental 
design. The two groups were drawn from preservice elementary teachers attending a medium-
sized state university in southern Minnesota during Spring Quarter of 1994. One group 
(/i=41) included students enrolled in elementary student teaching course. The other group 
(/i=37) included students enrolled in the Reading and Language Arts methods course who had 
not participated in student teaching. 
Data were collected at the beginning of the quarter and at the end of the quarter using 
an Inclusion Readiness Survev. This instrument included three major sections: Section 1-
Personal Teaching Profile, Section 2-Sources of Efficacy Information, and Section 3-Depth of 
Experience. 
Results indicated that preservice teachers who complete a student teaching experience 
alter then: self-efficacy judgments and become more positive about including students with 
differing ability levels in their regular education classrooms. Student teachers are more likely 
to choose to work in a full-inclusion teaching situation when their judgments about their 
capability to teach in this situation, expected outcomes for all students, and experiences with a 
wider range of student abilities are more positive. Student teachers who are more positive 
about their personal ability (self-efficacy) to teach students with differing ability levels also 
hold higher outcome expectations for all students' achievement and are more positive about 
their student teaching experiences (sources of information). The student teachers' judgments 
xii 
about self-efficacy, outcome expectations, sources of information, and ability to cope were 
significantly less positive as the description of the student's cognitive, behavioral, and 
physical ability became more severely impaired. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
With the enactment of PL 94-142 in 1975, school districts were mandated to provide a 
free and appropriate education for all school age children. This law has seven major 
provisions and of these, the principle of least restrictive environment (LRE) continues to be 
the most widely debated. The provision of LRE states, that to the extent appropriate, children 
with handicaps are educated with children who are not handicapped. While most people agree 
that segregation for any student is harmful, there is disagreement as to what constitutes the 
least restrictive environment for each child with exceptional needs. 
The passage of PL 94-142, in particular the concept of LRE, raised the level of 
concern for both regular and special educators. What would this provision mean in practice 
and to what extent would children with exceptional needs become members of regular 
classrooms? Although LRE continues to be endorsed by special educators, and to a lesser 
degree by regular educators, the debate regarding the extent to which exceptional children 
should be served in regular education classrooms continues. In 1986, the Regular Education 
Initiative (REI) was proposed to address continuing concerns regarding the provision of 
special education. Implementation of REI would replace the current practice of pull-out 
programs for students with exceptional needs by providing special education services within 
the regular education classroom (Swartz, Hidalgo, & Hays, 1991-1992). Germane to any 
debate surrounding REI is the issue of whether to eliminate or preserve a continuum of 
services as it relates to LRE (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1991). 
In recent years, a growing number of special educators have become proponents of a 
concept that would eliminate this continuum of services. Tliis concept is termed full-inclusion 
and according to Rogers (1993) defined as: 
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... the belief that instructional practices and technological supports are presently 
available to accommodate all students in the schools and classrooms they would 
otherwise attend if not disabled. Proponents of full-inclusion tend to encourage that 
special education services generally be delivered in the form of training and technical 
assistance to "regular" classroom teachers, (p. 2) 
Implementation of ftiU-inclusion would require that "regular" classroom teachers assume the 
responsibility for delivering instruction to all students regardless of disability. 
While full-inclusion directly impacts the "regular" classroom teacher, only minimal 
empirical attention has been focused on the preparation and skill development of regular 
education classroom teachers. It is crucial that we increase both empirical and practical 
attentions on the preparation and skill development of preservice teachers related to teaching 
exceptional students in a full-inclusion classroom. Swartz, Hidalgo, and Hays (1991-1992) 
hit the issue squarely: 
Accomplishing the convCTsion of programs and the change of responsibility 
necessitated by the REI assumes adequate training of regular education teachers to 
work with handic^ped children and providing special teachers with the knowledge of 
regular education practices and how special needs can be accommodated in the regular 
classroom, (p. 56) 
In an effort to determine the current focus of teacher training efforts, Swartz et al. 
(1991-1992) reviewed the teacher certification requirements for both regular and special 
education teachers in each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia, The purpose of this 
study was to determine the extent to which states appropriately prepare teachers to implement 
the tenets of REL Based on the results of this analysis, Swartz et al. concluded that 
preparation of teachers for successful implementation of REI is not at this time a priority. 
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In a recent article Sachs (1990) hypothesized that, "regular education teachers may be 
referring students for special education services not because they have an innate dislike for 
exceptional students but due to their fear of failure" (p. 236). Support for this hypothesis is 
provided by Bandura (1982) who reasoned that, "people who are led to believe that they 
possess superior coping abilities handle potential threats themselves, whweas those who 
believe themselves to be less skilled readily yield their control to others to cope with the 
aversive environment" (p. 242). According to Bandura's theory of self-efficacy, people with 
a stronger sense of self-efficacy will decide to approach a complex situation due to their 
expectation of success. Conversely, people with a weaker sense of self-efficacy will decide to 
avoid participation in a complex situation due to their expectation of failure. 
Bandura conceptualizes this coping ability in terms of hierarchical levels of complexity 
and emphasizes that self-efficacy is not a global trait It is an individual's belief in his or her 
ability to perform a behavior in a given situation (Starko & Schack, 1989, p. 118). As such, 
self-efficacy should be studied as it relates to a particular behavior and context. In the context 
of a fully-included classroom, the presence of atypical student characteristics associated with 
exceptional children will create hierarchical levels of complexity that preservice teachers will 
need to appraise in order to judge their own coping ability. 
According to Bandura, self-efficacy beliefs are formed as a result of four sources of 
efficacy information: Enactive Attainment, Vicarious Experience, Verbal Persuasion, and 
Physiological State. Enactive attainment, the most influential source, is the authentic and 
successful completicMi of a target behavior. Vicarious experience is observing or visualizing 
another person's completion of a target behavior. Although not as influential as enactive 
attainment, vicarious experience can be particularly influential to the observer when the model 
is perceived as being similar to him or her. Verbal persuasion, trying to convince people to 
believe they can perform target behaviors, is the most frequently used vehicle for conveying 
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efficacy information. The fourth source of efficacy information, physiological state, is the 
physical reaction that occurs when thinking about a target behavior or during the actual 
performance of that behavior. Of the four sources of efficacy information, verbal persuasion 
and physiological state are considered the least effective means for conveying and judging 
efficacy. 
In a discussion about the four sources of efficacy information, Bandura (1986) 
explained that, "Information that is relevant forjudging personal capabilities... becomes 
instructive only through cognitive appraisal. A distinction must, therefore, be drawn between 
information conveyed by environmental events and information as selected, weighted, and 
integrated into self-efficacy judgments" (p. 401). Although two persons may receive the same 
informaticm, the actual encoding and processing of that information is unique to each 
individual. So, it is important to determine not only efficacy information that has been 
conveyed to an individual, but to also determine how that information was "weighted, 
selected, and integrated into a self-efficacy judgment" 
Bandura's theory of self-efficacy has been identified as an important teacher variable in 
several studies. Numerous researchers have used this theory to explore the relationship 
between self-efficacy and performance of a target behavior. Teachers' levels of self-efficacy 
have been linked to performance of Kich of the following target behaviors: science teaching in 
preservice elementary teachers (Ramey-Gassert, 1992); preservice teachers' preparedness to 
teach (Housego, 1992); performance of first year teachers (Guyton, Fox, & Sisk, 1991); 
crisis intervention before and after training (Taylor, 1991); use of cooperative learning (Wax, 
1991); learning teaching strategies (Gorrell, 1990); and the use of teaching strategies with 
gifted and talented students (Starko & Schack, 1989). Further, numerous research studies 
have demonstiated a significant relationship between teacher efficacy and student achievement 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Herman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, & 
Zellman, 1977). Additionally, teacher efficacy has been related to utilization of better teaching 
practices with low achieving students (Gibson «fe Dembo, 1984; Ashton & Webb, 1982). 
Bandura (1977) uses the diagram in Figure 1 to illustrate the concept of self-efficacy 
and more specifically the difference between efficacy expectations and outcome expectations: 
An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's estimate that a given behavior will 
lead to certain outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one can 
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes. Outcome and 
efficacy expectations are differentiated, because individuals can believe that a particular 
course of action wUl produce certain outcomes, but if they entertain serious doubts 
about whether they can perform the necessary activities such information does not 
influence their behavior, (p. 193) 
The diagram in Figure 2 depicts the foui' major sources of efficacy information. It is 
important to note that Bandura (1977) includes this diagram as a means for delineating various 
modes of treatment used to reduce defensive behaviors. 
This inquiry examined the influence of student teaching experience on a preservice 
elementary teacher's personal judgments related to the act of including students with 
PERSON- BEHAVIOR-
EFFICACY 
EXPECTATIONS 
OUTCOME 
EXPECTATIONS 
•OUTCOME 
Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the difference between efficacy expectations and 
outcome expectations, (Bandura, 1977, p. 193) 
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EFFICACY EXPECTATIONS 
SOURCE MODE OF INDUCTION 
PERFORMANCE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
Participant Modeling 
Performance Desensitization 
Performance Exposure 
Self-Instructed Performance 
VICARIOUS EXPERIENCE -Live Modeling 
-Symbolic Modeling 
VERBAL PERSUASION 
uggestion 
hortation 
elf-Instruction 
Interpretive Treatments 
EMOTIONAL AROUSAL 
ttribution 
Relaxation, Biofeedback 
-Symbolic Desensitization 
Symbolic Exposure 
Figure 2. Major sources of efficacy information and the principal sources through which 
different modes of treatment operate. (Bandura, 1977, p. 195) 
exceptional needs into a regular education classroom on a full-time basis. Data were analyzed 
to compare two groups of preservice teachers, one group that completed a student teaching 
experience and one group that did not 
Need For The Study 
A growing number of schools are educating all or most of their students in the regular 
education classroom, in a sense, merging regular education and special education (Lipsky & 
Gartner, 1989; Reynolds, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1985). Sachs (1988) hypothesized 
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that regular educators' self-efficacy is not commensurate with this task of full-inclusion due to 
a lack of training during their teacher preparation programs. 
In a study measuring teachers with high and low self-efficacy, Gibson and Dembo 
(1984) found that teacher efficacy influences feedback behaviors and teacher persistence. 
Both have shown to be important behaviors for effectively teaching students with exceptional 
needs. They concluded that: 
Those teachers who in general expect students to learn and who have confidence in 
their ability to teach [high self-efficacy] may communicate higher expectations by 
providing less criticism to students and persisting with students until they respond 
coirectly rather than going on to anotho- student or another question, (p. 579) 
As schools continue to join the growing trend to educate more students in the regular 
education classroom, it follows that preservice elementary teachers must have the self-efficacy 
to approach the task. It is important to detemjine if the student teaching experience, the 
culmination of a presCTvice elementary teacher's preparation, will enhance perceived ability to 
cope with the increasingly complex student characteristics found in today's regular education 
classroom. Additionally, it is important to determine those sources of information during a 
teacher pri^aration program that are related to die preservice elementary teacher's perceived 
ability to cope with complex teaching situations. 
Purpose 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the influence of student teaching 
experience on four aspects crucially related to preservice teachers' ability to teach in the 
increasingly complex environments created by exceptional students. Specifically, these foui-
crucial aspects were: preservice teachers* teaching efficacy, sources of efficacy information. 
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outcome expectations, and perceived ability to cope with special education students in a fuU-
inclusion regular education classroom. The specific purposes were: 
1. To determine the difference in levels of preservice elementary teachers' experiences 
and perceptions before and after student teaching. This study examined the effect 
of a student teaching experience on preservice elementary teachers' level of: 
a) Sources of Efficacy Information related to teaching students characterized by 
differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in their regular 
education classroom. 
b) Self-Efficacy Expectations for teaching in a regular education classroom with 
students of differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities. 
c) Outcome Expectations for students characterized by differing levels of 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular education classroom. 
d) Choice Behavior or perceived ability to cope with the full-inclusion of students 
characterized by differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities in a regular education classroom. 
2. To determine if, as a result of student teaching experience, the preservice teacher's 
choice behavior for a regular education classroom placement of different types of 
students was related to each of the following; 
a) Sources of Efficacy Information related to teaching students characterized by 
differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular 
education classroom. 
b) Self-Efficacy Expectations for teaching in a regular education classroom with 
students of differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities. 
c) Outcome Expectations for students characterized by differing levels of 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular education classroom. 
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3. To determine if, as a result of student teaching experience, there was a relationship 
between the preservice elementary teachers' levels of self-efficacy expectations, 
sources of efficacy information, and outcome expectations. 
4. To determine if there was a relationship between perceived level of a student's 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacity and the preservice teachers' choice 
behavior about placement in a regular education classroom. 
5. To determine if there was a relationship between perceived level of a student's 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical cqjacity and the pweservice teachers' levels of 
self-efficacy expectations, sources of efficacy information, and outcome 
expectations. 
Research Questions 
This study was framed by the following five important research questions: 
1. To what extent and in what way did student teaching experience alter the preservice 
elementary teachers' level of: 
a) Sources of Efficacy Information related to teaching students characterized by 
differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular 
education classroom? 
b) Self-Efficacy Expectations for teaching in a regular education classroom with 
students of differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities? 
c) Outcome Expectations for students characterized by differing levels of 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular education classroom? 
d) Choice Behavior or perceived ability to cope with the fiull-inclusion of students 
characterized by differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities in a regular education classroom? 
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2. Was the preservice teachers' choice behavior as a result of student teaching 
experience related to each of the following: 
a) Sources of Efficacy Information related to teaching students characterized by 
differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular 
education classroom? 
b) Self-Efficacy Expectations for teaching in a regular education classroom with 
students of differing levels of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities? 
c) Outcome Expectations for students characterized by differing levels of 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities in a regular education classroom? 
3. To what extent were tiie preservice teachers' levels of self-efficacy expectations, 
sources of efficacy information, and outcome expectations related as a result of 
student teaching experience? 
4. To what extent and in what way was perceived level of a student's cognitive, 
behavioral, and physical capacity related to the preservice teachers' choice behavior 
resulting fi-om student teaching experience? 
5. To what extent and in what way was perceived level of a student's cognitive, 
behavioral, and physical capacity related to die preservice teacha-s' levels of self-
efficacy expectations, sources of efficacy information, and outcome expectations? 
Null Hypotheses 
Data collected in this study were analyzed to test the following eight null hypotheses 
formulated to answer the research questions: 
1. There is no significant difference in pretest and posttest means for classroom 
choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, recommend special ed., 
or sources of information between the student teaching group and the nonstudent 
teaching group. 
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2. There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest means in classroom 
choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, recommend special ed., 
or sources of information for the student teaching group. 
3. There is no significant difference between the student teaching group's posttest 
means in classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information by the ability cue level 
dimensions of cognitive ability, behavioral ability, or physical ability. 
4. There is no significant difference in the student teacher's posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, recommend 
special ed., or sources of information for students who are characterized as having 
either average cognitive ability, a mild cognitive disability, or a severe cognitive 
disability. 
5. There is no significant difference in the student teacher's posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, recommend 
special ed., or sources of information for students who are characterized as having 
either average behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, or externalizing behavior. 
6. There is no significant difference in the student teacher's posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, recommend 
special ed., or sources of information for students who are characterized as having 
either average physical ability or impaired physical ability. 
7. There are no significant posttest relationships between student teachers' strength of 
classroom choice, job acceptance, or recommend special ed. and their levels of 
self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and sources of information. 
8. There are no significant posttest relationships among the student teachers' levels of 
self-efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and sources of information. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The reality is that as a nation we are moving toward a unified educational system 
designed to meet the heterogeneous needs of all its students in a full-inclusion general 
education classroom. In a broad sense, this reconceptualization of a current dual educational 
system that includes both special and general education will impact every facet of the total 
educational system. One of the most critical impact levels will be the classroom teacher. In 
anticipation of this swelling reality, it wall be critical for teacher education programs to insure 
that preservice teachers are adequately prepared to meet the challenge of a heterogeneous 
classnx)m. The review of literature is presented in five sections: 
1. Teacher Tolerance, Refeiral Behavior, and Heterogeneous Classrooms; 
2. Motivation Theory and The Domain of Social Cognitive Theories; 
3. Bandura'sTheory of Self-Efficacy; 
4. The Application of Bandura's Self-Efficacy Theory to Teacher Tolerance of 
Heterogeneous Classrooms; And, 
5. Sources of Information About Exceptional Students Presented In Preservice 
Teacher Education Programs. 
The first section of the review of literature identifies what is currently known about the 
vast differences between regular education teachers in their referral behavior, biases about 
students, and levels of tolerance for students. Research findings presented in this section 
demonstrate diat a regular education teacher's referral becomes a self-fiilfilling prophecy, 
regardless of a student's actual achievement Further, findings are reported in this section that 
demonstrate that some regular education teachers actively avoid the challenge of a 
heterogeneous classroom by referring students to special education with the goal of creating a 
more homogeneous classroom. 
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Because this research study was designed using Bandura's conceptualization of human 
motivation, the second section of the literature review was included to present a 
comprehensive view of the vast field of research on human motivation. The differences and 
similarities between motivation theories in general are clarified by describing two distinctive 
features present in all motivation theories. This is followed by a brief summary of four 
theories that, like Bandura, belong to the domain of Social Cognitive Motivation Theories. 
The third section of the review of literature describes the major elements of Bandura's 
theory of Self-Efficacy. This section presents Bandura's conceptualization of self-efficacy, 
outcome expectations, sources of information, and choice behavior that were incorporated into 
this research study. 
The purpose of the fourth section in this review of literature is to describe how two 
research teams applied Bandura's theory of self-efficacy to the issues of teacher tolerance and 
referral behavior. These two studies are extensively reported by comparing procedures, 
findings, and conclusions. Similarities and differences to the current research study are then 
briefly discussed. 
The purpose of the final section of the litaature review is to identify the extent to 
which teacher preparation programs include requirements for the education of exceptional 
children. This section concludes with a model that one researcher has advanced that applies 
Bandura's construct. Sources of Information, to the preparation of preservice teachers for the 
full-inclusion of exceptional students in the regular education classroom. 
Teacher Toierance, Referral Behavior, And Heterogeneous Classrooms 
The merging of regular and special education creates complex environments that 
include students with vastly heterogeneous characteristics. Carefxil inspection of previous 
research suggests that some teachers may be unwilling to tolerate a heterogeneous group of 
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students. In particular, important issues surface from research related to the process of 
referral, assessment, and placement of students in special education. 
Two interrelated issues are summarized in this section of the literature review. First, 
the critical role that teachers' referral decisions play in the assessment and placement of 
students in special education. Second, the degree of variance among teachers in their 
perceptions about which students should be referred for special education assessment. 
The Referral to Placement Process 
It is clear that the most important decision made in the entire assessment jjrocess is the 
decision by a regular classroom teacher to refer a student for assessment. Once a 
student is referred, there is a high probability that the student will be assessed and 
placed in special education. (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Graden, Wesson, Algozzine, & 
Deno, 1983, p. 80) 
Based on the results from a national study, Christenson, Algozzine, and Ysseldyke 
(1982) reported that between 3% and 6% of the school age population were referred for 
special education assessment. Of those students, 92% were tested Finally, the proportion of 
students who were referred, tested, and then qualified for special education, was 73%. 
On the surface it appears that teachers are accurately identifying and referring those 
students in need of special education. However, research indicates that this is not always the 
case. It appears that several biasmg factors impinge on the referral to placement process. 
Additionally, some studies reveal that school professionals decide to place a student in special 
education even when all assessment information reflects average student achievement. 
The student characteristics of gender, ethnicity, physical attractiveness, family's 
socioeconomic status, and/or subjective statements about the child have all been linked as 
biasing factors that influence school professionals during the referral to placement process 
(Baer, 1991; Potter, Ysseldyke, Regan & Algozzine, 1983; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Regan, & 
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McGue, 1981; Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Graden, Wesson, Algozzine, & Deno, 1983). A student 
who is either a boy, black or Hispanic, unattractive, comes from a low SES home, and/or has 
a cumulative folder that contains a subjective and negative statement written by a school 
professional is significantly more likely to be referred by a teacher and then placed in a special 
education classroom by a team of school professionals. 
There are issues related to professionals' placement decision making. Potter, 
Ysseldyke, Regan, and Algozzine (1983) studied a group of 223 school professionals that 
included school psychologists, special educators, school administrators, regular educators, 
and support personnel. Each participant reviewed referral and assessmait information for a 
hypothetical student All available assessment information reflected average student 
performance. After reviewing the information, participants were asked to respond to four 
decision questions about special education eligibility and placement Fifty-one percent of the 
professionals declared the normal student eligible for special education services and 61 % 
classified the ncntnal student as mentally retarded, learning disabled, and/or emotionally 
disturbed. 
Algozzine, Ysseldyke, and Hill (1982) examined placement decisions made by school 
professionals. Participants were allowed to request and review as many assessment devices 
as they felt necessary to make a decision about a referred student's eligibility for special 
education. The performance described by each assessment device reflected a student within 
average limits. The professionals in this study requested between one and eleven assessment 
devices. Approximately 51 % of the school professionals decided that the average student 
would be eligible for special education regardless of the number of disconfirming assessment 
devices reviewed. 
While these studies were simulations of the real-life referral to placement process, it is 
disturbing to consider how closely these percentages might approximate the decision making 
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behavior of school professionals in context. Potter et al. (1983) conclude with,"... it seems 
likely that subjects formed a hypothesis about the student at the point of referral (e.g., this 
student was referred for academic problems, therefore, she/he is probably learning disabled, 
and will need special services) and all of the information that followed was viewed almost 
automatically as supporting that hypothesis" (p. 155). 
Teacher Tolerance 
Our research on referral indicates that teachers' reasons for referral generally are stated 
in vague and nebulous terminology. ... When we investigated the specific 
determinants of referral, we found that teachers tend to refer students who bother 
them. This finding is idiosyncratic: Different teachers may refer different kinds of 
students because different kinds of behaviors bother them. (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, 
Graden, Wesson, Algozzine, & Deno, 1983, p. 80-81) 
It appears that teachers' referral decisions are based on how bothersome a student is 
and what qualifies as a bothersome behavior varies amongst teachers. Agreeing witli this 
finding, Gerber and Semmel (1984) termed this idiosyncrasy 'teacher tolerance' and further 
defined it as a total sum of "the interactions of teacher, target student, and peer characteristics 
in such a way as to define (a) a modal range within which students are perceived as 
'teachable,' and (b) a preference for some observable distribution of learning outcomes" (p. 
143). In other words, each teacher draws a ring around those behaviors they are individually 
willing to tolerate in the classroom. If a student demonstrates behavior that falls outside of 
this acceptable ring, the teacher is likely to refer that student to iq)ecial education in an effort to 
regain a level of comfort or tolerance in the classroom setting. 
The role that teacher tolerance plays in referral to placement has been studied both in 
and out of context with similar conclusions being drawn. Overall the evidence clearly 
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indicates that referral criteria used by teachers is lacking in uniformity, specificity, and 
objectivity. 
One study established significant differences in the degree of tolerance between special 
and regular education teachers. Using videotaped vignettes of seven problem behaviors 
viewed by a total sample of 141 regular and special educators, Safian and Safian (1987) 
analyzed whether perceptions of studoit problem behaviors were influenced by teacher group 
membership. The findings of this study point to a significant difference between the two 
teacher groups such that, "regular teachers both rated behaviors more severely and were less 
tolerant than their special colleagues" (p. 242). 
Although studies using simulated methods have the advantage of controlling for 
external factors, it is equally important to observe complex situations in context. Two such 
studies investigated factors related to bias and tolerance in actual referrals. 
In the first study, Kelemen-Lohna (1987) found that of those students who were 
referred, achievement ranked fifth as a predictor of special education placement The four 
factors that held more predictive value than achievement and listed in order by weight are, "the 
teacher's rating of the child's level of motivation during class activities. The [student's] grade 
level..., the student's readiness for the regular class [as determined by the referring teacher] 
..., and Eaiglish as a second language" (p. 8). Kelemen-Lohna (1987) then submitted these 
same variables to analyze the possible placement of non-referred students and the results were 
alarming. When the weightings fiwm titese five predictor variables were applied to the non-
referred students, 78% of those students would also have been placed in special education had 
they been referred. 
In a second contextual study, Shinn, Tindal, and Spira (1987) used Curriculum-Based 
Assessment to compare reading achievement scores of referred and non-referred students. 
Their primary purpose was to determine the accuracy of teacher referrals. Interestingly, the 
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reading achievement scores for both groups of students completely overlapped so that a 
substantial number of non-referred students performed similarly to the referred students. This 
finding suggests that students are referred on some dimension othCT than achievement (Shinn 
et al., 1987). 
In summary, it appears that the teacher's level of tolerance triggers a decision to refer 
that is then highly likely to result in a special education placement, a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
While several studies have linked level of tolerance to referral decisions, few studies have 
investigated why teachers vary in their tolerance of student behavior. Periiaps one source of 
understanding teacher tolerance is to investigate the underlying causes or motivation that 
drives differing levels of tolerance. The review of literature will turn to a discussion about 
motivation theories in general and then specific to the domain of Social Cognitive Theories. 
Motivation Theory And The Domain Of Social Cognitive Theories 
Theoretically, this research study was designed using Bandura's conceptualization of 
human motivation, the Theory of Self-Efficacy. This Theory of Self-Efficacy falls under the 
domain of Social Cognitive Theories. Central to Social Cognitive Theories is a cognitive view 
of humans with interactive or bidirectional determinants of behavior that include environmental 
events, cognitions, and other personal factors. The following section reviews the differences 
and similarities between motivation theories in general. It is followed by a brief summary of 
four theories included in the social cognitive domain of motivation. 
In his book. Human Motivation. Weiner (1989) stated,"... all [motivation] theories 
are guided by the same underlying question, namely. Why do organisms behave as they doT 
(p. 6). While this basic question drives all research on motivation, theoretical perspectives 
differ in two distinctive features. One difference amongst theorists, is the way in which they 
postulate the determinants or causes of behavior. The second distinctive feature that separates 
19 
motivation theories is the view of humans assumed by theorists and often termed 'The Mind-
Body Issue' (Weiner, 1989; Bandura, 1986). 
Several motivation theories view determinants of behavior unidirectionally as either 
flowing from the environment or flowing from the person. Theories of motivation based on 
an environmental view explain behavior as resulting from or controlled by situational 
influences external to the person. Conversely, theories based on a personal view explain 
behavior as resulting from some source within tiie individual; such as, instincts, drives, traits, 
cognitions, etc. However, social cognitive theorists view determinants of behavior as an 
interactive or bidirectional process. Bandura (1986) draws this distinction: 
In the social cognitive view people are neither driven by inner forces nor automatically 
shaped and controlled by external stimuli. Rather, human functionmg is explained in 
terms of a model of triadic reciprocality in which behavior, cognitive and other 
personal factors, and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants of 
each other, (p. 18) 
A second distinctive feature that separates motivation theories, 'The Mind-Body 
Issue,' is characterized by theorists who view humans as either mechanical or cognitive 
beings. In a mechanical view, theorists explain human behavior as similar to machine 
behavior with inputs and outputs, but without mental processing or mediating thoughts. 
Conversely, in a cognitive view, theorists explain human behavior as resulting from mental 
events and thoughts that intervene between the input-output process. Weiner (1989) further 
details the interactionist position held by cognitive motivational theorists: 
Although thoughts are presumed to influence action, it is generally accepted by 
cognitivists that not all behaviors must be mediated by thoughts (e.g., reflex action, 
such as tlie sucking behavior of infants...). In addition, cognitivists also accept that 
not all of the determinants of behavior need to have a conscious or a cognitive 
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representation (e.g., hormonal influences). They also hold that behaviors may have 
informational value and may influence thought processes, (p. 88) 
Shifting attention from the two distinctive differences between motivation theories in 
general, the remainder of this literature review section will focus on those theories that hold a 
social cognitive view of motivation, namely, Field Theory, Achievement Motivation Theory, 
Rotter's Social Learning Theory, and Attribution Theory. 
Kurt Lewin (1890-1947) is consideied the key figure who aided the transition from 
motivation theories with a mechanistic view to those that hold a cognitive view of humans 
(Weiner, 1989). His conceptual framework is called field theory. As a bridge between 
mechanistic and cognitive views, Lewin's field theory includes elements of both orientations. 
For example, Lewin maintains that humans strive to maximize pleasure and minimize tension, 
mechanistic conceptions. Conversely, Lewin was the first theorist to recognize that knowing 
and thinking play a critical role in a person's behavioral choices, a cognitive conception. 
Additionally, earlier motivation theories postulated that present behavior was influenced by 
antecedent events that could be traced back to a person's early stages of development. In 
contrast, Lewin holds that present behavior is influenced by forces that exist in the present. 
According to Weiner (1989), Lewin's basic theoretical statement is that, "behavior is 
determined by both the person (P) and the environment (E): B =y(P,E), where /represents 
some function or relationship. Hie person and the environment together comprise the life 
space" (p. 144). 
John Atkinson is credited with one theory of achievement motivation, an expectancy-
valence theory. According to Weiner (1989), Atkinson's theory of achievement motivation is 
conceptualized as: 
The tendency to ^ jproach an achievement-related goal (Ts) is conceived as a product 
of three factors: the need for achievement, also known as the motive for success 
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(Ms); the probability that one will be successful at the task (Ps); and the incentive 
value of success (Is). It is postulated that these three components are multiplicatively 
related: Ts = Ms x Ps x Is (p. 192) 
As with Lewin's field theory, Atkinson's theory of achievement motivation includes features 
from both mechanistic and cognitive views of humans. Achievement, based on a mechanistic 
view of humans, is conceptualized as a need or desire to resolve the emotional conflict 
between hopes for success and fears of failure. More specifically, humans are viewed as 
being in a constant state of tension trying to balance two competing tendencies: a desire to 
succeed and the fear of failure (Glover & Bruning, 1990). Similar to Lewin, Atkinson also 
believes that mdividuals strive to maximize pleasure and minimize pain. Atkinson, however, 
takes the mechanistic view that a person's motivation is a stable trait that will not dramatically 
increase or decrease following goal attainment or non-attainment (Weiner, 1989). As a stable 
trait, a person's need to achieve is classified as being either high or low with little change in 
this disposition over time. Ascribing to the cognitive view of humans, Atkinson contends that 
thoughts mediate action. Further, he believes that human thought intervenes to reach desired 
cognitive goals. These mediating thoughts will then result in a decision to either approach or 
avoid a cognitive activity, depending on the person's expectations for success. 
Julian Rotter developed the first social learning theory that also included a strong 
expectancy-value component Sodal learning theorists remove themselves completely from 
the earlier mechanistic view of humans: 
1. The most important determinants of behavior are learned. Genetic and biological 
factors merely set limits on possible learning experiences. 
2. Behavior is situationally specific. That is, people behave as they do in response to 
the demands and characteristics of the particular situation that they are in at the 
moment, (as quoted in Weiner, 1989, p. 229) 
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Rotter recognizes both general personality characteristics and specific situations as the primary 
determinants of behavioral action. Central to his conception of motivation is the critical role 
that learning experiences play in behavioral choices. According to Weiner (1989), Rotter's 
social learning theory includes the four basic concepts of: behavior potential, expectancy, 
reinforcement value, and the psychological situation. These four concepts combine to 
represent Rotter's basic motivational statement such that: 
...the potential of any behavior is determined by the expectancy that the behavior will 
lead to a reinforcement and by the reinforcing value of the goal: Behavior potential = 
^expectancy of reward and reward value of the goal), (p. 238-239) 
Rotter is perhaps best known for his conception of Locus of Control. Locus of Control refers 
to a person's expectation that reinforcement is controlled by some force that is either internal 
or external to the person. Rotter (1966) defines locus of control as: 
When a reinforcement is perceived by the subject as... not being entirely contingent 
upon his action, then, in our culture, it is typically perceived as the result of luck, 
chance, fate, as under the control of powerful others, or as unpredictable because of 
the great complexity of the forces surrounding him. When the event is interpreted in 
this way by an individual, we have labeled this belief in external control. If the person 
perceives that the event is contingent upon his own behavior or his own relatively 
permanent characteristics, we have tamed this a belief in internal control, (p. 1) 
Fritz Heider is noted for establishing the foundation for attribution theory. Heider 
believed that causal attributions could be dichotomized into pea'sonal (ability, try) or 
environmental factors (Weiner, 1989, p. 325). In other words, personal and environmental 
factors combine and determine behavior. According to Weiner (1989), Heider postulated that, 
"the outcome of an action is a function of the effective personal force and the effective 
environmental force: outcome =y(trying, power, effective environment)" (p. 285). 
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Attribution theorists further postulate that an individual will use one of seven possible 
explanations for their successes or failures: ability, effort, mood, difficulty of task, teacher 
bias, luck or chance, and unusual help from others (Glover & Bruning, 1990). Future 
behavioral choices are determined by the attributions a person selects to explain past successes 
and failures. For example, a person who attributes failure to a lack of ability will generate 
feelings of incompetence. On the other hand, a person who attributes success to ability will 
develop feelings of competence. 
In an effort to compare social cognitive motivation theories, two distinctions can be 
highlighted: the emphasis that theorists place on the determinants of action and the methods 
used to measure these determinants. In summary, Atkinson, Rotter, and Heider all ascribe to 
expectancy-valence theories that emphasize outcomes as the major determinant of action. 
According to Bandura (1986), the concept of expectancy as an explanation of human behavior 
will heavily emphasize outcome expectations such that, "performance level is a multiplicative 
fiinction of the expectancy that behaving in a particular way will lead to a given outcome and 
the value of that outcome" (p. 412). In contrast, Bandura recognizes the role of outcome 
expectations, but also recognizes the influence of self-referent thought. He expands on 
outcome-expectancy theories by postulating that: 
The outcomes people expect in given situations depend heavily on their judgments of 
the types of performances they wUl be able to produce. ... Social cognitive theory, in 
its broad form, is concerned with the acquisition of cognitive and behavioral skills, as 
well as with knowledge of what leads to what. (p. 412) 
In terms of the measurement of expectancies, theorists disagree on whether 
expectancies should be assessed as a generalized personality trait or as a direct measurement of 
performance in specific situations (Kaplan, Atkins, & Reinsch, 1984). Bandura's and 
Rotter's conceptions of social learning theory were compared in a study conducted by Kaplan 
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et al. (1984). One purpose of this study was to examine specific (Bandura) versus generalized 
(Rotter) expectancies as mediators of changes in the exercise behavior of participants. Based 
on Bandura's formulation of expectancies, participants' levels of self-efficacy were measured 
using a scale specific to the task, walking. Additionally, participants' generalized expectancies 
were measured using the Health Locus of Control, based on Rotter's Internal-External Locus 
of Control. Results fiom this study supported Bandura's conceptualization of social learning 
theory and expectancies. Efficacy judgments were a better predictor of behavioral change than 
the Health Locus of Control measure. One finding that suggests there may be some 
convergence in the two conceptions is discussed by Kaplan et al. (1984) as, 
the correlations between efficacy judgments and criterion variables tended to be 
significant for those vwth an Internal Locus of Control and to be nonsignificant for 
those with an External Locus of Control. This suggests that the relationship between 
self-efficacy judgments and behavior may be stronger for those who hold the general 
belief that there is a relationship between their behavior and their health, (p. 238) 
Bandura's Theory Of Self-Efficacy 
As stated in the previous section, the underlying purpose of all motivation research is 
to determine the reason why persons behave or act as they do. Two distinctive features that 
sq)arate motivation theories were discussed as the way in which theorists postulate the 
determinants or causes of bdiavior and whether or not they assume an environmental or 
personal view of behavior. 
In this section of the literature review, Bandura's conception of human motivation is 
summarized. As a Social Cognitive theorist, Bandura's theory of Self-Efficacy is formulated 
based on several assumptions. These assumptions are explained followed by a description of 
the concepts included in the theory of Self-Efficacy. 
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The Assumptions of Bandura. A Social Cognitive Theorist 
Motivation theorists conduct their research based on the manner in which they 
postulate the determinants or causes of behavior as either resulting from environmental factors 
or personal factors, Bandura, however, explains human behavior witli a model of triadic 
functioning in which behavior, cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental events 
all operate as interacting determinants of each other (Bandura, 1986, p. 18). This model is 
drawn from his belief that humans possess five distinctive features that distinguish us from 
other creatures. 
The first distinctive feature is Symbolizing Capability. This capacity to use symbols 
allows humans to test possible solutions, estimate potential outcomes, transform experiences 
into a future guide, and create novel courses of action (Bandura, 1986, p. 18). Depending on 
a person's symbolizing accuracy and maturity level, this ability to symbolically represent a 
course of action can lead to either a great human accomplishment or failing. 
A second distinctive feature is Forethought Capability. Many motivation theorists 
believe that behavior is controlled by the immediate environment and/or events from the distant 
past. Bandura assumes that human behavior is purposive and results from the ability to think 
ahead to future consequences. With forethought capabilities, humans are able to set goals and 
plan future courses of action due to this abUity for anticipating likely outcomes. 
The third distinctive feature is Vicarious Capability. Traditionally, some theorists have 
assumed that human behavior is only influenced by the consequence that immediately foUows 
a direct experience or action. In contrast, Bandura recognizes the powerful influence that 
observational learning plays in the acquisition of behavior and behavioral chains. Perhaps his 
strongest argument for this assumption comes from the acquisition of language as a result of 
vicarious experience. 
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Self-Regulatory Capability is the fourth distinctive feature. Some theorists outside of 
the Social Cognitive domain explain behavior as resulting from the influence of others and the 
environment Conversely, Bandura believes that humans are motivated largely due to their 
own individual set of personal standards and self-evaluations. A person evaluates individual 
performance against internal standards which then causes or motivates adjustments needed to 
the level of future behavior. 
The final distinctive feature is that of Self-Reflective Capability. This ability is the 
pivotal point of Bandura's theory of Self-Efficacy. Bandura (1986) states that, 
By reflecting on their varied experiences and on what they know, they can derive 
generic knowledge about themselves and the world around them. People not only gain 
understanding through reflection, they evaluate and alter their own thinking. In 
verifying thought through self-reflective means, they monitor their ideas, act on them 
or predict occurrences from them, judge the adequacy of their thoughts from the 
results, and change them accordingly, (p. 21) 
Bandura goes on to stress tiiat people's judgments of their capabilities in different situations 
(self-efficacy) are perhaps the most critical thoughts related to a behavior or course of action: 
It is partly on the basis of self-percepts of efficacy that they choose what to do, how 
much effort to invest in activities, how long to persevere in die face of disappointing 
results, and whether tasks are approached anxiously or self-assuredly. (p. 21) 
Bandura's Theory of Self-Efficacv 
Self-efficacy is defined as a judgment of one's personal capabilities. Rather than being 
a global judgment, this judgment varies across different activities, different levels of the same 
activity, and different circumstances (Bandura, 1986, p. 410). The strengdi of a person's 
judged c^)ableness leads to the amount of effort and persistence they are willing to expend. 
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Efficacy expectations and outcome expectations are the two most critical elements 
included in Bandura's theory of Self-Efficacy. Bandura (1986) defines perceived self-efficacy 
as; 
...people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action 
requited to attain designated types of performances. It is concerned not with the skills 
one has but with judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses, 
(p. 391) 
This definition presumes that a person's self-efficacy judgment is specific to a task and 
an outcome. A person's self-efficacy judgment will vary depending on the task and outcome 
requirements. Further, he believes that the development of a useful tool of measurement 
should measure gradations of self-efficacy strength with scale items jn'esented in an ascendmg 
format firom the least to most difficult task demands (Bandura, 1989, p. 731). 
Bandura (1986) defines outcome expectations as,"... a judgment of the likely 
consequence [a] behavior will produce. ... the consequence of an act" (p. 391). He cautions 
that outcome expectations are not the resulting act itself instead they are the anticipated 
consequences that flow from an act He (1977) draws a distinction between efficacy 
expectations and outcome expectations: 
An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's estimate tiiat a given behavior will 
lead to certain outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one can 
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes. Outcome and 
efficacy expectations are differentiated, because individuals can believe that a particular 
course of action will produce certain outcomes, but if they entertain serious doubts 
about whether they can perform the necessary activities such information does not 
influence their behavior, (p. 193) 
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Several empirical studies conducted in settings outside of and in education provide 
useful information related to Bandura's self-efficacy theory. These studies indicate that self-
efficacy is an important personal factor linked to behavior choices in a range of domains 
specific to teachers. Further, these studies support the impwrtance Bandura places on 
measuring self-efficacy by gradations of strength and in an ascending format from least to 
most complex behavioral situations and that self-efficacy should be measured as specific to the 
person, task, and situation. 
A third important element in the theory of Self-Efficacy is Bandura's construct, choice 
behavior. Bandura (1986) describes this construct as: 
In their daily lives people have to make decisions all the time about what courses of 
action to pursue. ... Decisions involving choice of activities and certain social milieus 
are partly determined by judgments of self-efficacy. People tend to avoid tasks and 
situations they believe exceed their capabilities, but they undertake and perform 
assuredly activities they judge themselves capable of handling, (p. 393) 
Bandura (1982) reasoned that, "people who are led to believe that they possess superior 
coping abilities handle potential threats themselves, whereas those who believe themselves to 
be less skilled readily yield their control to others to cope with the aversive environment" (p. 
242). According to Bandura's theory of self-efficacy, people with a stronger sense of self-
efficacy will decide to approach a complex situation due to their expectation of success. 
Conversely, people with a weaker sense of self-efficacy will decide to avoid participation in a 
complex situation due to their expectation of failure. 
Bandura conceptualizes this coping ability in terms of hierarchical levels of complexity 
and again emphasizes that self-efficacy is not a global trait It is an individual's belief in his or 
her ability to perform a behavior in a given situation (Starko & Schack, 1989, p. 118). As 
such, self-efficacy should be studied as it relates to a particular behavior and context. 
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The sources of efficacy information is another important construct in Bandura's self-
efficacy theory. Each of the four sources of information serve an important function in the 
development of a person's self-efficacy. According to Bandura, self-efficacy beliefs are 
formed as a result of these four sources of efficacy information: Enactive Attainment, 
Vicarious Experience, Verbal Persuasion, and Physiological State. Enactive attainment, the 
most influential source, is the authentic and successful completion of a target behavior. 
Vicarious experience is observing or visualizing another person's completion of a target 
behavior. Although not as influential as enactive attainment, vicarious experience can be 
particularly influential to the observer when the model is perceived as being similar to him or 
her. Verbal persuasion, trying to convince people to believe they can perform target 
behaviors, is the most frequently used vehicle for conveying efficacy information. The fourth 
source of efficacy informaticMi, physiological state, is the physical reaction that occurs when 
thinking about a target behavior or during the actual performance of that behavior. Of the four 
sources of efficacy information, verbal persuasion and physiological state are considered the 
least effective means for conveying and judging efficacy. 
In a discussion about the four sources of efficacy information, Bandura (1986) 
explains that, "Information that is relevant forjudging personal capabilities... becomes 
instructive only through cognitive appraisal. A distinction must, therefore, be drawn between 
information conveyed by environmental events and information as selected, weighted, and 
integrated into self-efficacy judgments" (p. 401). Although two persons may receive the same 
information, the actual encoding and processing of that information is unique to each 
individual. So, it is important to determine not only efficacy information that has been 
conveyed to an individual, but to also determine how that information was "weighted, 
selected, and integrated into a self-efficacy judgment" 
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The Application Of Bandura's Self-Efficacy Theory To Teacher Tolerance Of 
Heterogeneous Classrooms 
An increasing number of research studies demonstrate a link between teacher efficacy 
and effective classroom variables. Using Bandura's theory of self-efficacy, two important 
studies demonstrate a relationship between inservice teachers' level of efficacy and their 
tolerance for excqjtional children. One study was conducted by Meijer and Foster (1988) in 
the Netherlands and the other study by Podell and Soodak (1993) in the state of New York. 
In the following section, the two studies are reviewed in the areas of: hypotheses advanced, 
subjects included, dependent and independent variables studied, procedures implemented, and 
results reported. To conclude this section, a summary paragraph highlights selected 
similarities and differences between the current study and these two studies. 
Hypotheses Advanced 
Meijer and Foster (1988) hypothesized that, "teachers' ratings of problem seriousness 
and referral chance for a pupil can be predicted by degree of teachers' personal self-efficacy" 
(p. 379). Additionally, these researchers supposed negative relations between likelihood to 
refer and the teacher characteristics of: teachers' parenthood, experience in mixed grade 
classrooms, and special education experience. Further, Meijer and Foster anticipated that 
teachers with larger class sizes would be more likely to refer than those with smaller classes. 
Finally, they explored the relationship of teacher gender and years of teaching experience to 
special education referral. 
In the study conducted by Podell and Soodak (1993) the following two hypotheses 
were advanced: 
1. Teacher efficacy interacts with student SES such that teachers high in efficacy are 
least likely to refer high-SES students, whereas those low in efficacy are most 
likely to refer low-SES students. 
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2. Teacher efficacy interacts with presumed etiology of a student's learning problem 
such that teachers high in efficacy are least likely to refer students whose learning 
problems have a known etiology, whereas teachers low in efficacy are most likely 
to refer students whose learning problems have an imknown etiology, (p. 248) 
Subjects 
Both studies drew their sample from the population of regular-education, inservice 
teachers. Meijer and Foster reported their results based on a group of 230 teachers witli a 
60% response rate. Podell and Soodak reported their results based on a group of240 teachers 
from a captured sample of graduate education students. 
Dependent Variables 
Each study reported two dependent variables; one of which, decision to refer, was 
asked in both. Meijer and Foster (1988) describes assessment of the dependent variables in 
their study as: 
Problem and referral chances were assessed by asking teachers to consider carefully 
the case description and then to write a number from 0 to 100 to indicate, from their 
own perspective, whether the pupil would pose a problem fOT providing adequate 
education. They were then requested to assign a number from 0 to 100 to indicate 
their own likelihood of referring the pupil to special education, (p. 380) 
In the Podell and Soodak (1993) study, teachers read a student case study and then indicated 
level of agreement on a 6-point likert-type scale to the following two statements: (a) The 
present class placement is appropriate for [the student], (b) If I were [the student's] teacher, I 
would refer him to special education (p. 249). 
32 
Independent Variables 
The customary identifying questions were asked in both studies; age, gender, 
ethnicity, etc. More important was the assessment of teacher efficacy and the independent 
variables combined in the fonnation of simulated student case studies. 
Teacher Efficacy. Both studies administered modified versions of Gibson and 
Dembo's (1984) Teacher Efficacy Scale. The final revision of this scale implemented by 
Meijer and Foster consisted of only 11-items from the original 30-item scale. Their final 
survey represented the personal self-efficacy construct of the scale, eliminating the general 
teacher efficacy construct Podell and Soodak administered 16 items representing both the 
personal and general teaching efficacy constructs from the original 30-item scale. In addition, 
they reported only a slight modification to one item. 
Simulated Case Studies. In both studies, simulated student cases describing a 
boy and consisting of between 100 and 160 words were utilized as a stimulus cue for the 
dependent variables. Meijer and Foster developed their case studies using a 3X2X3 
combination of independent cue levels (18 cases) on the following three student 
characteristics: problem type (behavior, learning, or both); gender; and social background 
(high, medium, low). The case studies developed by Podell and Soodak described a third-
grade boy who was well behaved, had significant difficulty in reading, and could not 
concentrate. However, they varied their case studies in etiology of the student's academic 
difficulties (medical, environmental, or unspecified) and SES of his family (low or high). 
Procedures 
Both studies asked teachers to respond to only one simulated case study and then 
complete the Teacher Efficacy Scale. However, Podell and Soodak randomly assigned 
teachers to an etiology condition and an SES condition. 
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Data Analysis and Results 
Using a between-groups multivariate analysis of covariance on tlie two dependent 
variables, the Meijer and FostCT study yielded two statistically significant main effects. First, 
a significant effect for self-efficacy and the two dependent variables, problem chance and 
referral chance, was reported as Pillai's test=.097, /7<.001. A second significant main effect 
for problem type and the two dependent variables was reported as Pillai's test=. 164, /?<.001. 
In their discussion, they explain that: 
The pupil described as having a learning problem received higher ratings on both 
problem and referral chance than did the behavior problem child. The pupil described 
as exhibiting both behavior and learning problems received the highest ratings on the 
two dependent variables, (p. 382-383) 
In regard to the significance of self-efficacy, teachers with higher self-efficacy scores rated 
both problem and referral chance lower than those teachers with a lower self-efficacy score. 
Using univariate analyses, Podell and Soodak applied multiple regression analyses and 
obtained three significant main effects. These main effects were reported by the researchers 
as: 
Furst, a main effect for PE, F(l,225)=5.70,/?<.05, reflected a significant correlation 
of -.13.... Second, a main effect for TE, F(l,225)=6.71, jp<.01, reflected a 
significant correlation of. 17.... A third main effect was found for etiology, 
F(2,225)=5.81,/?<.01. (p. 251) 
The first main effect indicates that teachers with a lower sense of personal efficacy are more 
likely to refer students with academic problems. The second main effect indicates that teachers 
who do not believe that external factors can be overcome by teaching, the general teaching 
efficacy construct, are more likely to refer students with learning problems. Finally, the third 
main effect indicates that teachers are more likely to refer those students whose academic 
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difficulties had an unspecified etiology than students with either a medical or environmental 
etiology. 
Summary 
These two research teams were able to find a significant relationship between self-
efficacy and the issues of teacher tolerance and referral behavior by applying Bandura's 
theory. Several similarities and differences exist between these studies and the current study. 
While the current study also uses simulated case studies, the biasing factors of gender and 
SES were controlled for rather than an object for study. Secondly, the sample in this study is 
comprised of preservice and not insCTvice teachers. A third important difference is that each 
participant ia this study responded to all tiie simulated case studies, instead of just one of the 
case studies. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the current study utilizes the 
microanalytic approach to the measurement of self-efficacy, as promoted by Bandura. 
Sources Of Information About Exceptional Students Presented In Preservice 
Teacher Education Programs 
The act of merging special and regular education classrooms into inclusive general 
education environments will be successfully accomplished if teachers are able to implement 
innovative strategies that address the learning needs of a wide variety of students (Loucks-
Horsley and Roody, 1990; Showers, 1990; Stainback & Stainback, 1992.) Bandura (1986) 
states that, "The acquisition of knowledge and skills regarding innovations is necessary but 
not sufficient for their adoption in practice" (p. 148). He believes that the h^sfer of skills 
into practice is a result of, "modeling, guided enactment, and self-directed application of 
acquired skills" (p. 161). Similarly, Showers (1990), after reviewing the literature on 
effective training, concluded that teachers need theory, demonstration, and practice before 
newly acquired knowledge and skills transfer into their operating repertoires. 
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In the fall of 1990, seventeen state board of education members from around the 
country embarked on a two-year study of the state of special education (particularly in light of 
the education reform movements). The culmination of this study was a comprehensive and 
visionary report filed with the National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) in 
October 1992 and entitled "Winners Ail: A Call for Inclusive Schools." 
Beginning with the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142), the 
study group points out that passage of this landmark act in 1975 has resulted in a free, 
appropriate education for millions of children in the public school system. However, the 
study group believed that the time had come to take the next "huge step" and begin focusing 
on the outcomes of that guaranteed education. In particular, the group called for the 
reorganization of special and general education into an inclusive delivery system of education 
"That Strives to Produce Better Outcomes for All Students." 
Perh^s the most critical aspect of the NASBE report as it relates to this research study 
is the second of three recommendations: 
State boards should encourage and foster collaborative partnerships and joint training 
programs between general educators and special educators to encourage a greater 
capacity of both types of teachers to work with the diverse student population found in 
fuUy integrated schools, (p. 25) 
The current practice of preservice teacher education is a separate system that prepares teachers 
as either a special or general educator. As a result, preservice teachers enter the teaching field 
with a narrow and relatively homogeneous definition of the types of students they have been 
prepared to teach. Further, this dual preparation system socializes two separate groups of 
educators each with its own set of language, goals, and educational understandings. 
Following the passage of PL. 94-142 and in an effort to prepare regular education 
teachers for mainstreaming, both the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
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(NCATE) and NASBE inserted the completion of a special education course at the preservice 
level into teacher training requirements. These courses, however, are generally designed to 
develop knowledge and minimal skill development. As Bandura (1986) points out, this 
minimal exposure to learners with exceptional needs does nothing to enhance the transfer of 
complex skills into preservice teachers' practice. Recently, NCATE standards have expanded 
student teaching experience to include participation with "culturally diverse and exceptional 
populations" (NCATE, 1990, p. 49). Additionally, NASBE has outlined steps for state 
boards to take to, "ensure that teacher training programs for special education and general 
education are merged into a new type of teacher training, focusing on the diversity of all 
students" (p. 26). 
In 1984, John J. Hoover published a descriptive study designed to assess the types of 
requirements used to prepare elementary preservice regular class teachers for education of the 
handicapped. A 20% sample was randomly selected from the total population of 510 schools 
and programs whose baccalaureate degrees in elementary education were accredited by 
NCATE. A 10-item survey was utilized to determine the specific types of requirements each 
school used to prq)are its preservice elementary regular class teachers for education of 
exceptional children. Results of this survey showed that 29.7% of the schools required only 
the course, "Survey of Exceptional Children," 24.3% required only the course, "Teaching the 
Exceptional Child in the Regular Class," and 18.9% did not require completion of any special 
education class. However, approximately two-thirds of the schools reported that special 
education information was infused into required education classes. 
More recently, Kearney and Durand (1992) completed a similar study of 
postsecondary schools of education in New York state. In then- study, education department 
chairs of both NCATE- and non-NCATE-accredited schools were surveyed. They reported 
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somewhat similar findings to those in the Hoover (1984) study. Kearney and Durand (1992) 
reported that: 
Over half of the programs surveyed required one or less courses in special education 
or child psychopathology. Almost two thirds required their students to spend less than 
16 hours in a mainstreamed setting. In addition, many of the programs surveyed 
reported that not all of their students completed a 10-week requirement in a 
mainstreamed classroom setting. 
It is evident that preservice teachers receive only minimal exposure to sources of 
information regarding students with exceptional needs (Hoover, 1984; Kearney & Durand, 
1992). Both Bandura (1986) and Showers (1990) recognize that preservice teachers need 
some measure of modeling and guided practice with exceptional students prior to transferring 
those skills into regular education classrooms that include students with heterogeneous needs. 
Recognizing this need, Sachs (1988) suggests using Bandura's Sources of Efficacy 
Information framework as a model for redesigning teacher preparation programs that enhance 
preservice teachers' self-efficacy expectations for teaching exceptional students. Further, 
Sachs (1988) delineates the application of the Sources of Efficacy Information by merging 
regular and special education teacher preparation programs into a total education package and 
including the following elements: 
1. Performance Accomplishments: Special Education Student Teaching (Participant 
Modeling), Special Education Field Placement (Performance Desensitization), Special 
Education Student Teaching and Specific Coursework (Performance 
Accomplishment), and Self-Paced Modules (Self-Instruction); 
2. Vicarious Experience: Direct Observation (Live Modeling) and Videotapes/Specific 
Coursework (Symbolic Modeling); And, 
3. Verbal Persuasion: Teacher Trainers (Suggestion and Exhortation), (p. 330) 
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In summary, the review of literature is presented in five sections that together frame 
the rationale for this study. The first section identifies what is currently known about the vast 
differences between regular education teachers in their referral behavior, biases about 
students, and levels of tolerance for students. Research findings were reported demonstrating 
that a regular education teacher's level of tolerance triggers a decision to refer that is then 
highly likely to result in a special education placement, a self-fulfilling prophecy. While 
several studies were reported linking level of tolerance to referral decisions, few studies were 
found that investigate why teachers vary in their tolerance of students. One means for 
understanding teacher tolerance is to investigate the underlying causes or motivation that 
drives these differing levels of tolerance. 
The second section of the review of literature presented a comprehensive view of the 
vast field of research on human motivation. Two distinctive features separating motivation 
theories were discussed as the way in which theorists postulate the determinants or causes of 
behavior and whether or not they assume an environmental or personal view of behavior. 
Section two of the review concluded with a brief summary of four theories that, like Bandura, 
belong to the domain of Social Cognitive Motivation Theories. 
Bandura's conception of human motivation was summarized in the third section of this 
chapter. Five distinctive features of humans were discussed as the underlying assumptions 
that frame Bandura's theory of Self-Efficacy. Of these, it was explained that a person's 
c^acity for self-reflection is central to Bandura's theory of Self-Efficacy. Self-Efficacy was 
further explained by presenting Bandura's conceptualization of self-efficacy expectations, 
outcome expectations, sources of efficacy information, and choice behavior or perceived 
ability to cope with a situation or task. 
An increasing number of research studies have applied Bandura's theory of self-
efficacy which demonstrate a link between teacher efficacy and effective classroom variables. 
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However, two studies of particular relevance to the current study have applied Bandura's 
theoiy of self-efficacy and found a significant relationship between self-efficacy and the issues 
of teacher tolerance and referral behavior. The fourth section of the review of literature 
presents a comprehensive description of the procedures, findings, and conclusions reported in 
these two studies. 
Finally, the fifth section of this chapter identifies the extent to which teacher 
preparation programs have included requirements for the education of exceptional children in a 
regular education classroom. A model is presented that applies Bandura's construct. Sources 
of Information, to the preparation of preservice teachers in a program that supports teacher 
education for the fiill inclusion of exceptional students in a heterogeneous, regular education 
classroom. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 
The primary puipose of this study is to determine the influence of student teaching 
experience on preservice teachers' ability to teach in the increasingly complex environments 
created by the full-inclusion of exceptional students in regular education classrooms. After 
reviewing the literature, it was determined that Bandura's motivation theory of self-efficacy 
would provide the theoretical framework for designing this study. Further, it was determined 
that the case study technique would be employed. This technique provided an opportunity to 
more closely approximate an actual situation for measuring the preservice teachers' judgments 
about self-efficacy, outcome expectations, sources of information, and choice behavior or 
perceived ability to cope vwth exceptional students in a full-inclusion regular education 
classroom. Additionally, the case study technique controlled for the biasing factors of gender, 
ethnicity, and socio-economic status so that the research study instead focused on the student 
characteristics of cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacity. 
Procedure 
Subjects 
In February of 1994, a letter (Appendix A) was sent to the six Minnesota State 
Universities seeking participation in this research study. Two weeks later, a telephone 
conversation was initiated with the person responsible for student teaching at each State 
University. As a result, Mankato State University agreed to participate and fiilly cooperate 
with the study. 
The sample consisted of 78 preservice elementary education students enrolled at 
Mankato State University during Spring Quarter, 1994. Subjects were assigned to one of two 
groups based on course enrollment The first group (n=41) included those students who were 
enrolled in the elementary student teaching course, the student teaching group. The second 
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group (/i=37) included those students who were enrolled in the Reading and Language Arts 
methods course, the nonstudent teaching group. Further data about the two groups 
participating in this study are provided in Table 1. Subjects in the student teaching group were 
placed fuU-time in a regular education elementary classroom for ten weeks. This experience 
included ongoing feedback from both the university and classroom supervisor regarding the 
student teachers' classroom teaching skill development. Subjects in the nonstudent teaching 
group participated in a feirly typical methods course design that included primarily lecture and 
application assignments. Additionally, these students completed a two-week field experience 
working with individuals and small groups during a reading and language arts block in an 
elementary classroom. 
Design 
This study utilized a nonrandomized control group, pretest-posttest design (Ary, 
Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990, p. 336). Because the research was conducted in a practical 
setting, randomized assignment of subjects was not possible. Instead, two intact, 
nonrandomized groups were included in the study for the purpose of comparing pretest to 
posttest response changes. These two groups were drawn from the total population of 
preservice elementary teachers attending Mankato State University during Spring Quarter of 
1994. Further, the experimental group was defined as those preservice teachers enrolled in a 
student teaching experience. The control group was defined as those preservice teachers 
enrolled in the Reading and Language Arts methods course. The control group (nonstudent 
teachers) was included in this study to add credibility to any response changes made from the 
pretest to the posttest by the experimental group (the student teachers). As stated by Ary et al. 
(1990): 
The more similar the experimental and control groups are at the beginning of the 
exp^ment and the more this similarity is confirmed by similar group means on the 
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Table 1: Demographic Information 
STUDENT TEACHING 
GROUP 
«=41 
proportion = .53 
Male 
Female 
Special Ed. 
NonSpecial Ed. 
n 
4 
37 
mean 
26.46 yrs. 
mean 
3.28 
n 
11 
30 
GEN 
proportion 
.10 
.90 
NONSTUDENT 
TEACHING GROUP 
n=37 
proportion = .47 
DER 
n 
7 
30 
AGE 
range 
21 - 49 yrs. 
mean 
24.47 yrs. 
GPA (Grade Point Average) 
range mean 
2.50 - 3.90 3.24 
MINOR 
proportion n 
.27 17 
.73 20 
proportion 
.19 
.81 
range 
20 - 44 yrs. 
range 
2.80 - 3.80 
proportion 
.46 
.54 
FAMILY MEMBER with a HANDICAPPING CONDITION 
Yes 
No 
Kindeigaiten 
ist Grade 
2M Grade 
3rd Grade 
Grade 
Sth Grade 
Grade 
n 
8 
33 
n 
19 
35 
35 
35 
29 
30 
24 
proportion 
.20 
.80 
FIELD EXPERIENCE 
n 
4 
33 
proportion 
.46 
.85 
.85 
.85 
.71 
.73 
.59 
n 
19 
22 
24 
23 
18 
15 
16 
proportion 
. 1 1  
.89 
proportion 
.51 
.59 
.65 
.62 
.49 
.41 
.43 
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pretest, the more credible the results of the norarandomized control group pretest-
posttest study become, (p. 339) 
Further, using this design controls for the following factors that contribute to a study's 
internal validity: contemporary history, maturation processes, pretesting procedures, 
measuring instruments, differential selection of Ss, and experimental mortality (Ary et al., 
1990, p. 344). 
However, using this design will not control for the threat to internal validity that may 
result from a selection-maturation interaction. Because the two groups were not randomly 
assigned to conditions, it is possible that the treatment group (student teachers) may have a 
higher rate of maturation than the comparison group (nonstudent teachers). Even if the pretest 
results show the two groups as equivalent, it is possible that an increased rate of maturation in 
the treatment group may account for any observed effects from pretest to posttest. This threat 
to internal validity could have been avoided if randomized assignment to groups instead of 
intact groups would have been used for this study. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected using an Inclusion Readiness Survey developed by the researcher. 
A detailed description of this instrument is found in the section that follows entitled 
Instrumentation. Prior to the administration of this instrument, approval was given by both 
Iowa State University and Mankato State University for the use of human subjects in a 
research study (Appendix B). The pretest was administered by the researcher at the beginning 
of Spring Quarter, 1994. The student teacher group completed the instrument as a large group 
during a regularly scheduled seminar meeting prior to starting student teaching. The 
nonstudent teaching group completed the instrument as a large group in a classroom during a 
regularly scheduled class session. Survey completion time averaged 30 minutes for the two 
groups. 
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Participants were given the survey instrument A brief explanation regarding informed 
consent (Appendix Q was provided and participants were given an opportunity to indicate 
consent by placing their social security ID# on the first page of the survey. Finally, a set of 
general directions for completing the survey were read and the participants completed the 
survey. 
The posttest was administered by the researcher at the end of Spring Quarter, 1994. 
The nonstudent teaching group completed the posttest survey during a regularly scheduled 
class session. A letter (Appendix D) was sent to the student teacher group requesting their 
presence at a final seminar meeting in order to complete the posttest survey. This meeting was 
attended by 19 student teachers. Posttest surveys and a cover letter (Appendix E) were then 
mailed to the remaining 38 student teachers with 22 additional surveys completed and returned 
to the researcher. 
Data Analysis 
The researcher manually coded and entered all data from the survey instruments into a 
Microsoft® Works spreadsheet The spreadsheets were then exported as a text file and 
imported into SPSS for the Macintosh. All further data analysis was conducted using SPSS 
for the Macintosh. 
Instrumentation 
Development of the Instrument 
Construction of this instrument consisted of a review of relevant literature and 
numerous field tests in an effort to refine the final survey. The review of pertinent literature 
was drawn fix)m two sources: (1) literature related to Bandura's self-efficacy theory and (2) 
Special Education literature. 
Several empirical studies conducted in settings outside of and in education provided 
useful information related to Bandura's self-efficacy theory. These studies mdicate that self-
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efficacy is an important personal factor linked to behavior choices in a range of domains 
specific to teachers. Further, this review identified the importance of measuring self-efficacy 
by gradations of strength and in an ascending format from least to most complex behavioral 
situations. Additionally, it was determined that self-efficacy should be measured as specific to 
the person, task, and situation. 
A second important aspect in Bandura's self-efficacy theory is sources of efficacy 
information. Each of the four sources of information serve an important function in the 
development of a person's self-efficacy. It was determined that the degree to which preservice 
elementary teachers have selected, weighted, and integrated each source of information would 
be an important aspect of this study. 
Several empirical studies conducted with both preservice and inservice teachers 
provided important information in the review of special education research. These studies 
relate to mainstreaming, referral decisions, placement decisions, teacher characteristics, and 
student characteristics. They point out that a teacher's self-efficacy may be an important factor 
in his or her decision to include exceptional students in a regular education classroom. This 
factor may be linked to the wide differences found among teachers in their level of tolerance 
for students who manifest behaviors that vary from a narrow band of average capacities. 
Based on this review, it was also determined that student characteristics would be limited to 
cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities. This limitation controls for the biasing factors 
of gender, ethnicity, and socio-economic status that have been repeatedly associated with 
teacher's decisions regarding special education referral and placement of students. 
Field Testing. Three field tests of the instrument were conducted with 
undergraduate and graduate students attending Mankato State University. The purpose of the 
July 1993 field test was to determine if student case descriptions were credible and if the 
student case descriptions provided enough information to respond to survey items. 
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Participants in this field test reported that each case study accurately described a student who 
may be identified as needing special education services. During informal conversations, 
several participants reported having students in their special education programs who were 
similar to some of the students described in the case studies. 
The purpose of the second field test, administered November 1993, was to determine 
if the survey items provided enough information and were worded in such a way that 
respondents were making the judgments defined in this study. An important purpose of this 
study was to determine if preservice teachers would avoid or undertake teaching increasingly 
complex types of students. The second field test pinpointed two problem areas with respect to 
the study's purpose, the conditions and information generated by items. During the second 
field test it was discovered that most respondents agreed to undertake the teaching task 
because they assumed there was a ftiU-time teacher's aide to cany out the task for them. By 
making this assumption and adding this condition, it was determined that respondents may be 
avoiding the task in a "socially acceptable maimer." Introductions and directions were 
rewritten in an effort to more tightly control the conditions for responding. The second 
problem area was that it did not appear that the items were generating exactly the type of 
information needed to answer each research question. 
The instrument was refined and the purpose of the third field test, February 1994, was 
to practice administration, further evaluate concaus from tiie first two field tests, and check 
for variability in responses. A Feedback Form (Appendix F) was used during the third field 
test to evaluate the introduction, student case descriptions, and individual siuvey items with 
respect to readability, clarity, and believability. 
Expert Panel. In addition to feedback from undergraduate and graduate students 
during field tests, a group of experts ft^om the field of special education also provided 
feedback regarding the instrument. Dr. Dan Reschly, doctoral committee member and 
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professor of school psychology, reviewed the instrument in the Fall of 1993. Additionally, 
faculty members in the Department of Special Education and Rehabilitation Counseling at 
Mankato State University reviewed the case study descriptions in February of 1994. The 
purpose of this review was to determine if the case study descriptions accurately depicted the 
intended cue levels. The consensus of this group was that the case study descriptions were 
accurate as written. 
Reliability. Ary et al. (1990) define tlie reliability of an instrument as, "the degree 
of consistency with which it measures whatever it is measuring" (p. 268). Evaluating 
reliability in traditional psychometric terms would include conducting internal-consistency 
procedures, such as; split-half reliability or some measure of homogeneity. Self-efficacy 
scales are developed as a series of single items that measure a person's self-efficacy about a 
range or hierarchy of behaviors, tasks, and/or situations. Due to the nature of self-efficacy 
scales, it is difficult to apply traditional psychometric procedures as a means for evaluating 
reliability. Kaplan, Atkins, and Reinsch (1984) explain this difficulty: 
Applying the psychometric models... might be considered analogous to studying the 
internal consistency of a one-time test. Test-retest reliability might not be ^propriate 
because efficacy is considered to be a dynamic characteristic that fluctuates over the 
course of time (p. 228). 
However, in this study reliability was evaluated to determine the extent of response 
consistency for those scores that were combined for data analysis. Further, three case studies 
were repeated at the end of the survey instrument. This strategy allows for an estimation of 
the extent to which individuals respond consistently to the instrument. 
Elements of the Instrument 
The survey instrument consisted of a cover page with general directions for completing 
the survey instrument and then three major sections: Section 1-Personal Teaching Profile, 
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Section 2-Sources of Efficacy Information, and Section 3-Depth of Experience. The first 
section of the survey instrument, "Personal Teaching Profile," consisted of an introduction, 
18 student case descriptions and six items that explore perceived ability to cope, self-efficacy 
expectations, and outcome expectations. "Sources of Efficacy Information," Section 2 of the 
survey instrument, consisted of an introduction, the 8 cue levels that form student case 
descriptions, and several items that explored the four sources of efficacy information. The 
final section of the instrument consisted of nine questions regarding the preservice elementary 
teachers' depth of experiences. Each element of the survey instrument is described below in 
the ordar that element spears in the survey. 
Introduction (Section 1). The introduction to section 1 (Appendix G) was 
written to create a mindset firom which the preservice teacher was to respond. Because the 
survey presents simulated case studies, it was important to establish a perspective or firame of 
reference for the preservice elementary teachers to anchor their responses. The introduction 
established the conditions or assumptions that frame responding. These assumptions were: 
1. The preservice elementary teacher is a newly hired second grade teacher with a 
class of 25 students. 
2. Each case study is a boy of second-grade age. And, 
3. The term "adequate education" is defined as each child learning at a rate pretty close 
to his/her expected potential. 
Student Case Descriptions (Section 1>. Student case descriptions consisted 
of 3-6 sentences with an average of 55 words per case. The eighteen student case descriptions 
developed for this survey instrument are located in Appendix H. Each student case was 
written based on three observable characteristics related to: cognitive, behavioral, and 
physical capacity. Cognitive c^acity consisted of three levels: (a) average or typical 
cognitive skill development, (b) a mild impairment that is manifested by one or two years lag 
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in cognitive skill development, and (c) a moderate to severe impairment that is manifested by 
three or more years lag in cognitive sldll development. Behavioral capacity consisted of three 
levels: (a) appropriate or typical school-related behavioral skills, (b) internalizing behaviors 
described as withdrawn or depressed acts and (c) extemali2dng behaviors described as 
aggressive and disruptive acts. Physical capacity consisted of two levels: (a) typical or 
average vision, hearing, and coordination and (b) some physical impairment such as; hearing, 
vision, convulsive disorder, head injury, spina bifida, cerebral palsy, etc. The student 
characteristics and levels were systematically varied using a 3 x 3 x 2 combination resulting in 
18 discrete student case descriptions. To avoid bias, ethnicity and socio-economic status were 
not included in case descriptions. Bias was also controlled with age held constant at second 
grade and gender held constant and implied by identifying cases using a boy's name. The 
table in Appendix I delineates cue levels present in each case study description. 
Choice Behavior (Section 1). Bandura's construct, choice behavior, forms 
one dependent variable of this study. Bandura (1986) defines this construct as: 
In their daily lives people have to make decisions all the time about what courses of 
action to pursue. ... Decisions involving choice of activities and certain social milieus 
are partly determined by judgments of self-efficacy. People tend to avoid tasks and 
situations they believe exceed their capabilities, but they undertake and perform 
assuredly activities they judge themselves capable of handling, (p. 393) 
In this study, the preservice teacher was confronted with the situation of teaching each student 
case described in a regular education classroom. The preservice teacher was then asked to 
respond to three statements, items 1,2, and 5 in Appendix J. Responses indicate whether the 
preservice teacher tended toward avoiding the situation or is willing to undertake the situation, 
Self-efFicacv Expectations (Section 1). Bandura (1986) defines perceived 
self-efficacy as: 
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...people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action 
required to attain designated types of performances. It is concerned not with the skills 
one has but with judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses, 
(p. 391) 
This definition posits that a person's self-efficacy judgment is specific to a task and an 
outcome. A person's self-efficacy judgment will vary depending on the task and outcome 
requirements. 
The development of a useful tool of measurement should measure gradations of self-
efficacy strength with scale items presented in an ascending format from the least to most 
difficult task demands (Bandura, 1989, p. 731). For the purposes of this study, gradations of 
self-efficacy strength were measured on a 10 to 100 scale (Bandura, 1989; Schunk, Hanson, 
& Cox, 1987). Scale items were presented in an ascending format starting with the least 
complex student case description and ending with the most complex student case description. 
Item 3 in Appendix J was used to measure the preservice elementary teachers' self-efficacy 
expectation specific to the task of teaching the stuctent described in a regular elementary 
classroom. 
Outcome Expectations (Section 1). Bandura (1986) defines outcome 
expectations as,"... a judgment of the likely consequence [a] behavior will produce. ... the 
consequence of an act" (p. 391). He continues to caution that outcome expectations are not 
the resulting act itself instead they are the anticipated consequences that flow from an act. In 
this study, the act is placing different types of students in a regular education classroom. The 
consequence flowing fixjm that act will be measured as what the preservice teacher believes 
will happen to the academic progress of each student Thus, preservice teachers were asked to 
maike a judgment about the likely consequences of a regular education classroom placement for 
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each student described. Item 4 in Appendix J was used to measure the preservice elementary 
teachers' outcome expectation of a regular education placement for each student described. 
Introduction (Section 2). The introduction to section 2 (Appendix K) was 
written to create a mindset from which the preservice teacher was to respond. Because the 
survey presents simulated case studies, it was important to establish a perspective or frame of 
reference for the preservice elementary teachers to anchor their responses. The introduction 
established the conditions or assumptions that would frame respondiag. 
Student Cue Levels (Section 2). In Section 2 of the survey, preservice 
elementary teachers were given a one sentence cue followed by several questions regarding 
sources of information related to that cue (Appendix L). The cues were written based on the 
independent cue levels used to generate student case descriptions in Section 1 of the survey 
instrument: cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacity. Cognitive capacity consisted of 
three levels: (a) average or typical cognitive skill development, (b) a mild impairment that is 
manifested by one or two years lag in cognitive skill development, and (c) a moderate to 
severe impairment that is manifested by three or more years lag in cognitive skill development. 
Behavioral capacity consisted of three levels: (a) appropriate or typical school-related 
behavioral skills, (b) internalizing behaviors described as withdrawn or depressed acts and (c) 
externalizing behaviors described as aggressive and disruptive acts. Physical capacity 
consisted of two levels: (a) typical or average vision, hearing, and coordination and (b) some 
physical impairment such as: hearing, vision, convulsive disorder, head injury, spina bifida, 
cerebral palsy, etc. Preservice elementary teachers answered the same set of questions for 
each of these eight cue levels. 
Sources of Efficacy Information (Section 2) .  Bandura (1986) states that: 
Self-knowledge about one's efficacy, whether accurate or faulty, is based on four 
principal sources of information: [Enactive] attainments; vicarious experiences of 
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observing the paformances of otliers; verbal persuasion and allied types of social 
influences that one possesses certain capabilities; and physiological states from which 
people partly judge their capableness, strength, and vulnerability to dysfunction, (p. 
399) 
He continues, "Information that is relevant forjudging personal capabilities... becomes 
instructive only through cognitive appraisal. A distinction must, therefore, be drawn between 
information conveyed by environmental events and information as selected, weighted, and 
integrated into self-efficacy judgments" (p. 401). When studying efficacy information, it is 
important to determine the type of information people have attended to and the way in which 
they have pnx^essed that information to form their self-efficacy judgment (Bandura, 1986). 
For the purposes of this study, preservice elementary teachers were asked to indicate 
the sources of efficacy information they had been exposed to related to teaching a lesson to 
different types of students. Further^ the 'weighting and integrating of efficacy information' 
was determined by asking the preservice teacher to indicate how they had interpreted each 
source of information. Each of the four sources of efficacy information were further defined 
and measured as: 
1. Enactive Attainment. Enactive attainments are based on authentic mastery 
experiences and provide the most influential source of efficacy information (Bandura, 1986). 
Preservice elementary teachers were asked if they had ever taught each type of student 
described and then rate the successfulness of lessons taught Part A in Appendix M was used 
to measure enactive attainment 
2. Vicarious Experience. Vicarious experiences are based on seeing or 
visualizing another person's performance (Bandura, 1986). Processing vicarious information 
involves a determination of the similarity to the model and the successfulness of the modeled 
performance. If the observer judges the model to be similar and the performance as 
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successful, then they may convince themselves that they too could perform the behavior. 
Preservice elementary teachers were asked if they had observed someone teach a lesson to 
each type of student described. If yes, the preservice teacher was then asked to rate the 
similarity, successfulness, and helpfulness of the person observed. Part B in Appendix M 
was used to measure vicarious experience. 
3. Verbal Persuasion. Verbal persuasion is the most frequently used format in 
conveying efficacy information to a person. Its purpose is to try and talk people into believing 
that they possess the capabilities that will enable them to achieve a particular behavior 
(Bandura, 1986). Preservice teachers were asked if anyone had ever tried to convince him or 
her that they could teach a lesson to the student described. If so, the preservice teachers rated 
the extent to which they had been persuaded and the importance of these efforts. Part C in 
Appendix M was used to measure verbal persuasion. 
4. Physiological State. Bandura (1986) describes this source of efficacy 
information as a "[reading of] their somatic arousal in stressful or taxing situations" (p. 401). 
Further he states, "Because high arousal usually debilitates performance, people are more 
inclined to expect success when they are not beset by aversive arousal than if they are tense 
and viscerally agitated" (p. 401). Due to the complexity of directly measuring somatic 
arousal, in this study physiological state was inferred. Preservice teachers were asked to 
indicate what they might be physically experiencing when teaching each type of student in a 
regular education classroom. Part D in Appendix M was used to infer the jM-eservice 
elementary teacher's physiological state when teaching. 
Depth of experience (Section 3>. Because the formation of self-efficacy is 
closely related to an individual's weighting and integrating of information, it is important to 
determine sources that may be unique to an individual and related to the object of study. The 
object of this study was perceived ability to cope with the complex teaching situations created 
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by the full-inclusion of exceptional students in regular education classrooms. Another 
important feature regarding the design of this study was that simulated student cases were 
developed to represent second-grade boys. For these reasons, preservice elementary teachers 
were asked to identify their individual experiences linked to each elementary grade, their minor 
area of study, and a family member with a handicapping condition (Appendix N). 
A copy of the survey instrument in its entirety is located in Appendix O. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the data analysis conducted to reject or accept the 
eight null hypotheses that frame this study. In the first null hypothesis, data were analyzed to 
compare two groups of preservice teachers, one group that completed a student teaching 
experience and one group that did not. The purpose of this initial analysis was to add 
credibility to any response changes made from the pretest to the posttest as a result of the 
student teaching experience. The remaining seven null hypotheses were formulated to 
examine the posttest responses of the student teaching group with respect to various elements 
of the research study. Descriptive statistics for the six dependent measures are presented first 
followed by results of the eight Null Hypotheses. 
Reliability 
Two analyses were performed to estimate the reliability of participant responses to this 
survey instrument Cronbach's coefficient alpha was employed for the purposes of these 
analyses. 
In the first analysis, reliability was evaluated to determine the internal consistency of 
those responses aggregated for data analysis. Cronbach's alpha coefficients displayed in 
Table 2 estimate the extent to which consistent responses were given to each dependent 
measure for those case studies aggregated by cue level. Coefficients range from a low of 
.7108 to a high of .9561 with a mean of .8822. 
In the second analysis, reliability was evaluated to determine response consistency for 
repeated cases. Cronbach's alpha coefficients displayed in Table 3 estimate the extent to 
which individuals responded consistently to repeated case studies in the survey instrument. 
Coefficients range fixim a low of .7453 to a high of .9551 with a mean of .8583. 
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Table 2: Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for scores combined to form each cue 
level 
MEASURE la lb Ic 
CUE LEVELSa 
2a 2b 2c 3a 3b 
Classroom 
Choice 
.8495 .9244 .9458 .8012 .9247 .9322 .8911 .9561 
Job 
Acceptance 
.8746 .9159 .9447 .7633 .9131 .9268 .8906 .9493 
Self-
Efficacy 
.8021 .9059 .9279 .7423 .8859 .8994 .8945 .9318 
Outcome 
Expectation 
.8485 .9198 .9331 .7729 .8922 .9048 .8898 .9279 
Recommend 
SpecEd. 
.8707 .8927 .9175 .7108 .8443 .8380 .8458 .8842 
Note. n=78. 
^ See Appendix I for further information regarding the cue levels present in each case study 
and the case studies combined to form aggregated scores at each cue level. 
Table 3: Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for repeated case studies 
MEASURE Cases 18 and 19 
REPEATED CASES 
Cases 8 and 20 Cases 15 and 21 
Classroom Choice .9551 .8846 .9068 
Job Acceptance .9524 .8416 .8895 
Self-Efficacy .8651 .8072 .8657 
Outcome 
Expectation 
.8976 .7515 .8685 
Recommend 
SpecEd. 
.8169 .7453 .8261 
Note. n=78. 
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Descriptive Statistics for Each Dependent Measure Aggregated Across Items 
Descriptive statistics displayed in Table 4 include means and standard deviations for 
each dependent measure of the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups. Pretest 
means are relatively equal for the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups for 
Classroom Choice (M=73.211 and M=68.602), Job Acceptance (M=85.190 and M=83.400), 
Self-Efficacy (M=73.238 and M=70.998), Outcome Expectation (M=75.136 and 
M=75.728), Recommend SpecEd. (M=48.062 and M=53.553), and Sources Information 
(M=72.794 and M=70.724). Respondents with student teaching change (A) means from 
pretest to posttest are higher than the nonstudent teachers' change (A) means for each 
dq)endent measure. Both the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups decreased 
from pretest to posttest on only one of the six dependent measures (Recommend SpecEd). 
Null Hypothesis 1 
There is no signiHcant difference in pretest and posttest means for 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information between the student 
teaching group and the nonstudent teaching group. 
Null hypothesis 1 was formulated to examine pretest and posttest response differences 
between the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups for each of the dependent 
measures. The purpose of this analysis was to compare changes in beliefs and judgments that 
may have occurred as a result of the student teaching experience. 
Pretest and posttest means for each dep^dent measure were analyzed using 2X2 
MANOVAS with time as a within-subjects factor (pretest and posttest) by experience as a 
between-subjects factor (student teaching group or nonstudent teaching group). Multivariate 
statistics (Pillais) and their associated univariate statistics (Fs) for pretest and posttest means of 
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Table 4: Mean pretest, posttest, and change (A) scores and their standard 
deviations that are associated with each dependent measure for the 
student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups 
STUDENT NONSTUDENT 
TEACHING TEACHING 
N=41 N=37 
MEASURE Pretest Posttest A Pretest Posttest A 
Classroom Choice 
Mean 73.211 82.711 9.487 68.602 75.477 6.771 
SD 15.315 15.606 13.040 16.603 17.563 10.967 
Job Acceptance 
Mean 85.190 91.343 6.166 83.400 85.240 1.812 
SD 16.545 11.137 13.043 14.761 13.518 9.768 
Self-Efficacy 
Mean 73.238 83.444 10.209 70.998 74.199 3.124 
SD 14.245 13.336 13.134 12.577 11.469 9.565 
Outcome Expectation 
Mean 75.136 83.941 8.784 75.728 77.746 1.964 
SD 15.301 12.446 10.840 10.443 11.098 9.039 
Recommend SpecEd.^ 
Mean 48.062 42.639 -5.362 53.553 52.778 -.963 
SD 15.873 16.665 19.793 17.599 19.046 11.759 
Sources Information 
Mean 72.794 84.004 11.211 70.724 73.502 2.778 
SD 13.208 10.590 12.115 12,365 15.074 10.300 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
each dependent measure are presented in Table 5. There were significant differences between 
the pretest and posttest for Job Acceptance (F = 3.26426, p = .044), Self-Efficacy (F = 
6.45746, p = .003), Outcome Expectation (F = 5.57143, p = .006), and Sources Information 
(F = 8.12001, p = .001). There were no significant between-groups differences on any of the 
pretest measures. All significant univariate between-groups differences are located at the 
posttest measures with Job Acceptance (F = 4.77119, p = .032), Self-Efficacy (F = 
10.66126. p = .002), Outcome Expectation (F = 5.33626, p = .024), Recommend SpecEd. 
(F = 6.28624, p = .014), and Sources Information (F = 12.87311, p = .001). 
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Table 5: Pillais multivariate test of significance and the associated univariate 
statistics resulting from 2X2 MANOVAS with time as a within 
subjects factor (pretest and posttest) and experience as a between 
subjects factor (student teaching group and nonstudent teaching 
group) 
Measure 
Pillais 
Value 
Hypotb. 
DF 
Error DF 
F P 
Classroom Choice 
pretest 
posttest 
.04688 2.00 75.00 1.84465 
1.62689 
3.71034 
.165 
.206 
.058 
Job Acceptance 
pretest 
posttest 
.08008 2.00 75.00 3.26426 
.25178 
4.77119 
.044* 
.617 
.032* 
Self-Efficacy 
pretest 
posttest 
.14690 2.00 75.00 6.45746 
.53741 
10.66126 
.003** 
.466 
.002** 
Outcome Expectation 
pretest 
posttest 
.12935 2.00 75.00 5.57143 
.03898 
5.33626 
.006** 
.844 
.024* 
Recommend SpecEd. 
pretest 
posttest 
.07646 2.00 75.00 3.10467 
2.09953 
6.28624 
.051* 
.151 
.014** 
Sources Information 
pretest 
posttest 
.17799 2.00 75.00 8.12001 
.50741 
12.87311 
.001** 
.478 
.001** 
*p <.05. 
** p <.01. 
Student teachers were significantly different from the nonstudent teaching group on 
five of the six posttest dependent measures. Student teachers (M=91.343) reported that they 
were significantly more likely than the nonstudent teaching group (M=85.240) to accept a 
regular education classroom teaching contract that also includes students with mild to severe 
disabilities and were significantly more likely (M=83.444) than the comparison group 
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(M=74.199) in their belief that they had the personal skills to assist these students in achieving 
at or about their expected potential. Student teachers (M=83.941) were significantly more 
likely than the nonstudent teachers (M=77.746) to believe that in their own regular education 
classroom both students with and without handicaps would achieve at our about their expected 
potentials. On a reversed scale item with very unlikely at 100 and very likely at 0, the student 
teaching group (M=42.639) reported they were significantly more likely than the nonstudent 
teaching group (M=52.778) to recommend students for special education. Fiaally, student 
teachers (M=84.004) reported that they were significantly more likely than the comparison 
group (M=73.502) to have had important experiences with students who range from an 
average ability level to a level of severe disabilities. 
While there were no significant pretest differences betweai the student teaching and 
nonstudent teaching groups, there were significant differences on five of the sue posttest 
dependent measures. These results indicate that the two groups of preservice teachers were 
similar at the beginning of the study and that as a result of the student teaching experience, 
respondents were significantly more positive on measures reflecting their self-efficacy 
judgments related to teaching students with exceptional needs in the regular education 
classroom. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 1 is rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information for the student teaching 
group. 
This hypothesis was formulated to determine if, as a result of a student teaching 
experience, preservice teachers would respond significantly different on the posttest than they 
did on the pretest for each of the dependent measures indicating that the student teaching 
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experience significantly influences personal judgments about the full-inclusion of student with 
exceptional needs in the regular education classroom. The student teaching group's means for 
each dependent measure were analyzed using a special case of MANOVA, the REPEATED 
MEASURE procedure, with time as a within-subjects factor (pretest and posttest). Using this 
procedure adjusts the sums of squares and eliminates the violations that result when using 
multiple paired t-tests. 
Descriptive statistics and tests of significance are presented in Table 6 that includes 
pretest and posttest means and standard deviations with the associated significance test (Fs) 
for each dependent measure. The student teacher group scored significantly higher on the 
posttest than the pretest for five of the six dependent measures with Classroom Choice (F = 
21.77, p = .000), Job Acceptance (F = 9.13, p = .004), Self-Efficacy (F = 24.74, p = .000), 
Outcome Expectation (F = 27.04, p = .000), and Sources Information (F = 35.11, p = .000). 
Following the student teaching exp«ience, preservice teachers were significantly more likely 
to choose a classroom (pretest M=73.211, posttest M=82.711) and accept a teaching position 
(pretest M=85.190, posttest M=91.343) that includes a student with a handicap and also to 
believe that they have the personal ability in that classroom (pretest M=73.238, posttest 
M=83.444) to assist those students in achieving at or about their expected potentials. 
Additionally, after the student teaching experiwice, preservice teachers' strengthened tlieir 
conviction (pretest M=75.136, posttest M=83.941) tiiat both students with and without 
handicaps would be able to achieve at or about their expected potentials in the regular 
education classroom. Finally, after student teaching, these preservice teachers reported having 
significantly more important experiences (pretest M=72.794, posttest M=84.004) with 
students that exhibit differing ability levels that range from average ability to severe 
disabilities. 
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Table 6: Mean pretest and posttest scores and their standard deviations that 
are associated with each dependent measure for the student teaching 
group (N=41). MANOVA: REPEATED MEASURE test with time 
as a within-subject factor (pretest and posttest) 
Within-Subject 
MEASURE Pretest Posttest F P 
Classroom Choice 21.77 
.000 
Mean 73.211 82.711 
SD 15.315 15.606 
Job Acceptance 9.13 ** 
.004 
Mean 85.190 91.343 
SD 16.545 11.137 
Self-Efficacy 24.74 ** 
.000 
Mean 73.238 83.444 
SD 14.245 13.336 
Outcome Expectation 27.04 ** 
.000 
Mean 75.136 83.941 
SD 15.301 12.446 
Recommend SpecEd.^ 3.10 .086 
Mean 48.062 42.639 
SD 15.873 16.665 
Sources Information 35.11 ** 
.000 
Mean 72.794 84.004 
SD 13.208 10.590 
® This item is presented on a reverse-orda-ed scale. 
**/ )< .01 .  
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Analysis of the student teaching group's responses resulted in significant increases 
from pretest to posttest on five of the six dependent measures. For this group of preservice 
teachers, the student teaching experience significantly influenced their self-efficacy judgments 
about the ftill-inclusion of exceptional students in the regular education classroom. Therefore, 
Null Hypothesis 2 is rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference between the student teaching group's 
posttest means in classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome 
expectation, recommend special ed., Or sources of information by the ability 
cue level dimensions of cognitive ability, behavioral ability, or physical 
ability. 
Null hypothesis 3 was formulated to determine if any of the three cue level dimensions 
(cognitive, behavioral, or physical) present in the case studies would cause the student 
teachers to respond significantly different on the posttest dependent measures indicating 
significant differences in personal judgments resulting from their reactions to a student's 
cognitive, behavioral, or physical ability level. For this data analysis, scores were derived by 
aggregating responses across capacities (See Appendix I). 
Preliminary data analysis was conducted to compare the two preservice teacher groups 
and determine if posttest between-subjects effects existed when data were aggregated by the 
three cue level dimensions (cognitive, behavioral, and physical). Descriptive statistics and 
tests of significance are presented in Table 7 that includes pretest and posttest means and 
standard deviations with the associated significance test (Fs) for each dependent measure 
aggregated by ability cue level dimensions (cognitive ability, behavioral ability, and physical 
ability). Significant between-subjects effects exist for five of the six d^ndent measures with 
Job Acceptance (F = 4.77, p = .032), Self-Efficacy (F = 10.65, p = .002), Outcome 
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Table 7: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) that 
are associated with each dependent measure aggregated by ability 
cue level dimensions (cognitive ability, behavioral ability, and 
physical ability) 
student 
Teaching 
(N=41) 
Nonstudent 
Teaching 
(N=37) 
Between-
Subjects 
MEASURE 
Posttest 
M SD 
Posttest 
M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
82.726 
82.682 
82.718 
15.596 
15.622 
15.611 
75.474 
75.480 
75.473 
17.566 
17.564 
17.564 
3.71 .058 
Job Acceptance 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
91.360 
91.320 
91,342 
11.115 
11.176 
11.122 
85.240 
85.249 
85.235 
13.520 
13.509 
13.524 
4.77 .032* 
Self-Efficacy 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Hiysical Ability 
83.472 
83.409 
83.447 
13.323 
13.361 
13.328 
74.198 
74.213 
74.195 
11.471 
11.462 
11.471 
10.65 .002** 
Outcome Expectation 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
83.976 
83.912 
83.953 
12.447 
12.454 
12.448 
77.748 
77.754 
77.742 
11.101 
11.095 
11.099 
5.34 .024* 
Recommend SpecEd.^ 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Hiysical Ability 
42.664 
42.645 
42.611 
16.717 
16.615 
16.669 
52.781 
52.784 
52.770 
19.054 
19.050 
19.042 
6.29 .014* 
Sources Information 
Cognitive Ability 
Bdiavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
83.279 
84.807 
83.994 
10.971 
11.480 
12.837 
74.257 
73.521 
72.387 
14.647 
16.009 
17.383 
12.93 .001** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p ^.05. 
** /7 < .01. 
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Expectation (F = 5.34, p = .024), Recommend SpecEd. (F = 6.29, p = .014), and Sources 
Information (F = 12.93, p = .001). Given tfiis significant difference between the student 
teaching and nonstudent teaching groups, the student teachers' posttest scores were further 
analyzed to determine within-subject differences. 
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 8 that includes posttest means and standard 
deviations for the student teaching group on each dependent measure aggregated by the ability 
cue level dimensions (cognitive ability, behavioral ability, and physical ability). The student 
teachers' posttest means by ability cue level dimensions are similar with Qassnxjm Choice 
means all rounding to 83, Job Acceptance means all rounding to 91, Self-Efficacy means all 
rounding to 83, Outcome Expectation means all rounding to 84, Recommend SpecEd means 
all rounding to 43, and Sources of Information means falling between 83 and 85. 
Posttest means for each dependait measure were further analyzed using the MANOVA 
procedure with ability cue level dimensions as a within-subjects factor (cognitive ability, 
behavioral ability, and physical ability). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 8. 
This analysis did not result in any significant multivariate effects. Student teachers did not 
change their personal judgments about the full-inclusion of exceptional children in the regular 
education classroom as a result of the student's cognitive, behavioral, or physical ability level. 
Thus, we failed to reject Null Hypothesis 3. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference in the student teachers' posttest means in 
ciassroom choice, job acceptance, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information for students who are 
characterized as having either average cognitive ability, a mild cognitive 
disability, or a severe cognitive disability. 
The fourth null hypothesis was formulated to determine if those who had student 
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Table 8: The student teaching group's (N=41) posttest means and standard 
deviations that are associated with each dependent measure 
aggregated by ability cue level dimensions. Signiflcance tests (Fs) 
that are associated with each dependent measure with ability cue 
level dimensions as a within-subjects factor (cognitive ability, 
behavioral ability, and physical ability) 
Student Teaching 
(N=41) Within-Subject 
MEAsURfi Posttest SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
82.726 
82.682 
82.718 
15.596 
15.622 
15.611 
1.24 .294 
Job Acceptance 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
91.360 
91.320 
91.342 
11.115 
11.176 
11.122 
1.16 .319 
Self-Efficacy 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
83.472 
83.409 
83.447 
13.323 
13.361 
13.328 
2.14 .124 
Outcome Expectation 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
83,976 
83.912 
83.953 
12.447 
12.454 
12.448 
2.92 .059 
Recommend SpecEd.^ 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
42.664 
42.645 
42.611 
16.717 
16.615 
16.669 
.74 .480 
Sources Information 
Cognitive Ability 
Behavioral Ability 
Physical Ability 
83.279 
84.807 
83.994 
10.971 
11.480 
12.837 
.65 .526 
s This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
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teaching would be significantly different in posttest responses on each dependent measure 
based on the cognitive ability cue level (average cognitive ability, mild cognitive disability, or 
severe cognitive disability) present in the student case studies. The purpose of this hypothesis 
was to examine the student teachers' posttest self-efficacy judgments and determine if 
significant within-subject differences exist that could be attributed to one of the three cognitive 
ability cue levels. For this data analysis, scores were derived by aggregating responses across 
cognitive capacity cue levels (See Appendix I). 
Preliminary data analysis was conducted to compare the two preservice teacher groups 
and determine if posttest between-subjects effects existed when data were aggregated by the 
three cognitive ability cue levels (average, mild, and severe). Descriptive statistics and tests of 
significance are presented in Table 9 that includes pretest and posttest means and standard 
deviations with the associated significance test (Fs) for each d^ndent measure aggregated by 
the three cognitive ability cue levels (average, mild, and severe). Significant between-subjects 
effects exist for five of the six dependent measures with Job Acceptance (F = 4.81, p = .031), 
Self-Efficacy (F = 10.74, p = .002), Outcome Expectation (F = 5.39, p = .023), Recommend 
SpecEd. (F = 6.24, p = .015), and Sources Information (F = 7.78, p = .(X)7). Given this 
significant difference between the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups, tlie 
student teachers' posttest scores were further analyzed to determine within-subject differences. 
Descriptive statistics presented in Table 10 include posttest means and standard 
deviations for the student teaching group on eadi dependent measure aggregated by the 
cognitive ability cues (average cognitive ability, mild cognitive disability, and severe cognitive 
disability). Within each dependent measure, there is a decrease in the student teachers' 
posttest means from average cognitive ability to mild cognitive disability and then from mild 
cognitive disability to severe cognitive disability with Classroom Choice (86.829,83.789, 
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Table 9: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) that 
are associated with each dependent measure aggregated by cognitive 
ability cue level (average cognitive ability, mild cognitive disability, 
and severe cognitive disability) 
Student 
Teaching 
(N=41) 
Nonstudent 
Teaching (N=37) Between-Subjects 
MEASURE 
Posttest 
M SD 
Posttest 
M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
86.829 
83.789 
77.561 
12.949 
15.253 
21.648 
82.207 
76.730 
67.486 
14.186 
18.929 
22.625 
3.73 .057 
Job Acceptance 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
93.431 
92.317 
88.333 
9.091 
10.431 
16.474 
88.604 
86.604 
80.514 
12.451 
13.402 
17.855 
4.81 .031* 
Self-Efficacy 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
88.520 
85.268 
76.626 
9.678 
13.470 
19.517 
80.811 
75.423 
66.360 
10.618 
12.197 
15.317 
10.74 .002** 
Outcome 
Expectation 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
89.553 
84.285 
78.089 
8.612 
14.021 
17.864 
83.063 
78.865 
71.315 
10.035 
12.153 
14.943 
5.39 .023* 
Recommend 
SpecEd.^ 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
65.203 
35.919 
26.870 
23.534 
20.877 
20.263 
70.450 
51.351 
36.541 
20.278 
22.648 
22.334 
6.24 .015* 
Sources Information 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
89.759 
82.829 
75.855 
11.270 
11.252 
16.513 
84.857 
72.976 
66.095 
12.148 
17.355 
18,519 
7.78 .007** 
® This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p <.05. 
**p <.01. 
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Table 10: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are 
associated with each dependent measure for the student teaching 
group (N=41). MANOVA procedure with cognitive ability cue 
level as a within-subject factor (average cognitive ability, mild 
cognitive disability, and severe cognitive disability). Planned 
orthogonal set: 1) mild cognitive with average cognitive; 2) 
severe cognitive with mild cognitive and average cognitive 
Posttest Within-Subject 
MEASURE M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
86.829 
83.789 
77.561 
12.949 
15.253 
21.648 
13.15000 
3.79570 
18.37396 
.000** 
.058 
.000** 
Job Acceptance 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
93.431 
92.317 
88.333 
9.091 
10.431 
16.474 
6.39000 
.99684 
8.44874 
.003** 
.324 
.006** 
Self-Efficacy 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
88.520 
85.268 
76.626 
9.678 
13.470 
19.517 
25.08000 
5.29045 
34.90830 
.000** 
mi* 
.000** 
Outcome 
Expectation 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
89.553 
84.285 
78.089 
8.612 
14.021 
17.864 
21.58000 
9.91380 
31.45926 
.000** 
.003** 
.000** 
Recommend 
SpecEd.^ 
average cognitive 
mild cognitive 
severe cognitive 
65.203 
35.919 
26.870 
23.534 
20.877 
20.263 
58.59000 
53.71435 
65.38803 
.000** 
.000** 
.000** 
Sources Information 
average cognitive 
mUd cognitive 
severe cognitive 
89.759 
82.829 
75.855 
11.270 
11.252 
16.513 
22.69000 
14.83447 
27.50458 
.000** 
.000** 
.000** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p <.05. 
** p ^.01. 
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77.561), Job Acceptance (93.431, 92.317, 88.333), Self-Efficacy (88.520, 85.268, 76.626), 
Outcome Expectation (89.553, 84.285,78.089), Recommend SpecEd. (65.203, 35.919, 
26.870), and Sources Information (89.759, 82.829,75.855). 
Posttest means were further analyzed using tlie MANOVA procedure with the 
cognitive cue level as a within-subjects factor (average cognitive ability, mild cognitive 
disability, and severe cognitive disability). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 
10. The resulting within-subjects effects (Fs) are located in line with each dependent measure. 
Dependent measui'es were further tested with a plarmed orthogonal set. The posttest mean for 
mild cognitive disability was contrasted with the posttest mean for average cognitive ability. 
The resulting univariate Fs are located on Table 10 in line with mild cognitive for each 
dependent measure. The posttest mean for severe cognitive disability was contrasted with the 
mean of average cognitive ability and mild cognitive disability. The resulting univariate Fs are 
located on Table 10 in line with severe cognitive for each dependent measure. 
A significant within-subject effect was found on each dependent measure with 
Classroom Choice (F=13.15,/7=.000), Job Acceptance (f=6.39, p=.003), Self-Efficacy 
(F=25.08, p=.(K)0), Outcome Expectation (F=21.58, /^.OOO), Recommend SpecEd. 
(F=58.59, p=.000), and Sources Information (F=22.69, p=.(X)0). 
The associated significant univariate effect for the dependent measure Classroom 
Choice was located at the severe cognitive disability cue level (F= 18.37396, p=.000). 
Student teachers were significantly less likely to choose a regular education classroom that 
included a student with severe disabilities (M=77.561) than one that included a student with 
either a mild cognitive disability (M=83.789) or average cognitive ability (M=86.829). 
The associated significant univariate effect for the dependent measure Job Acceptance 
was located at the severe cognitive disability cue level (F=8.44874, p=.006). Student teachers 
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rqxjTted that they were significantly less likely to accept a regular education teaching position 
if a student with severe cognitive disabilities (M=88.333) were included as part of their 
teaching assignment than a regular education teaching assignment that would include either a 
student with a mild cognitive disability (M=92.317) or average cognitive ability (M=93.431). 
Two associated significant univariate effects for the dependent measure Self-Efficacy 
were found with mild cognitive disability (F=529045,/?=.027) and severe cognitive disability 
(F=34.90830, p=.000). Student teachers reported that they were significantly less likely to 
believe that they possess the p^sonal skills in their own regular education classroom to assist 
students with either a mild cognitive disability (M=85.268) or a severe cognitive disability 
(M=76.626) to achieve at or about their expected potentials than students with average 
cognitive ability (M=88.520). 
Two associated significant univariate effects for Outcome Expectations were found 
with mild cognitive disability (F=9.91380, p=.003) and severe cognitive disability 
(F=31.45926, p=.000). Student teachers reported that they were significantly more likely to 
believe that when students with average cognitive abilities (M=89.553) are included in their 
regular education classroom, all the students will achieve at or about tlieir expected potentials. 
However, if a student with either a mild cognitive disability (M=84.285) or a severe cognitive 
disability (M=78.089) is included in the student teachers' regular education classroom, the 
student teacher is significantly less likely to believe that all the students in that classroom will 
achieve at or about their expected potentials. 
Two significant univariate effects were found on the dependent measure Recommend 
SpecialEd with mild cognitive disabilities (F=53.71435,p=.0(X)) and severe cognitive 
disabilities (F=65.38803,p=.000). This item on the survey had a reverse ordered scale with 
very unlikely at 100 and very likely at 0. The student teachers were significantly more likely 
to recommend students vwth mild cognitive disabilities (M=35.919) or severe cognitive 
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disabilities (M=26.870) for special education than they were to recommend students with 
average cognitive abilities (M=65.203). 
Two significant univariate effects were found on the dqjendent measure Sources 
Information with mild cognitive disabilities (F=14.83447, p=.000) and severe cognitive 
disabilities (F=27.50458, jP=.000). Student teachers reported having significantly more 
important experiences with student who have average cognitive ability (M=89.759) than they 
reported having with students who either have a mild cognitive disability (M=82.829) or a 
severe cognitive disability (M=75.855). 
The analysis of Null Hypothesis 4 resulted in significant multivariate effects on each 
dependent measure. The student teachers' posttest self-efficacy judgments were significanfly 
different for the three cognitive ability cue levels. The most positive judgments were about 
students with an average cognitive ability level. The efficacy judgments of the student 
teachers w&e significantly lower when students with a mild cognitive disability level were 
ccHisidered, Self-efficacy judgments were significanfly lower for students with a severe 
cognitive disability level than the other two levels. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 4 is rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 5 
There is no signiHcant difference in the student teachers' posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, self-efflcacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information for students who are 
characterized as having either average behavioral ability, internalizing 
behavior, or externalizing behavior. 
The fifth null hypothesis was formulated to determine if the student teacher judgments 
would be significantly more positive on each dependent measure based on the behavioral 
ability cue level (average behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, or externalizing behavior) 
present in the student case studies. The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if student 
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teachers' posttest self-efficacy judgments are related to the level and type of student behavior. 
For this data analysis, scores were derived by aggregating responses across behavioral 
capacity cue levels (See Appendix I). 
Preliminary data analysis was conducted to compare the two preservice teacher groups 
and determine if posttest between-subjects effects existed when data were aggregated by the 
three behavior ability cue levels (average, internalizing, and extCTnalizing). Descriptive 
statistics and tests of significance are presented in Table 11 that includes pretest and posttest 
means and standard deviations with the associated significance test (Fs) for each dependent 
measure aggregated by the three behavior ability cue levels (average, internalizing, and 
externalizing). Significant between-subjects effects exist for five of the six dependent 
measures with Job Acceptance (F = 4.71, p = .033), Self-Efficacy (F = 10.53, p = .002), 
Outcome Expectation (F = 5.27, p = .024), Recommend SpecEd. (F = 6.30, p = .014), and 
Sources Information (F = 11.91, p = .(K)l). Given this significant difference between the 
student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups, the student teachers' posttest scores were 
further analyzed to determine within-subject differences. 
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 12 that includes posttest means and 
standard deviations for the student teaching group on each dependent measure aggregated by 
the behavioral ability (average behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, or externalizing 
behavior). Within each dependent measure, there is a decrease in the student teachers' posttest 
means fiom average behavioral ability to internalizing behavior and then from internalizing 
behavior to externalizing behavior with Classroom Choice (87.276,82.927,77.841), Job 
Acceptance (93.293,91.179, 89.488), Self-Efficacy (85.813, 83.659, 80.756), Outcome 
Expectation (88.008, 83.618, 80.110), Recommend SpecEd. (45.610,41.423,40.902), and 
Sources Information (91.601, 81.842, 80.373). 
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Table 11: Posttest means, standard deviations, and signiHcance tests (Fs) 
that are associated with each dependent measure aggregated by 
behavioral ability cue level (average behavioral ability, 
internalizing behavior, and externalizing behavior) 
Student 
Teaching 
(N=41) 
Nonstudent 
Teaching 
(N=37) 
Between-
Subjects 
MEASURE 
Posttest 
M SD 
Posttest 
M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
average bdiavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
87.276 
82.927 
77.841 
11.924 
18.035 
19.383 
81.306 
74.910 
70.225 
14.375 
18.551 
21.214 
3.67 .059 
Job Acceptance 
ava^e behavior 
intonaUziiig behavior 
extfflnalizing behavior 
93.293 
91.179 
89.488 
8.664 
12.322 
13.879 
89.126 
85.090 
81.532 
10.697 
13,783 
17,291 
4.71 .033* 
Self-Efficacy 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
extemaUziiig behavior 
85.813 
83.659 
80.756 
10.860 
15.033 
15.334 
78.360 
74.550 
69.730 
10.280 
12.195 
13.600 
10.53 .002** 
Outcome Expectation 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
88.008 
83.618 
80.110 
9.670 
14.322 
14.573 
82.090 
78.018 
73.153 
9.557 
12,132 
13.419 
5.27 .024* 
Recommend 
SpecEd.a 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
45.610 
41.423 
40.902 
16.197 
18.134 
17.663 
55.423 
52.252 
50.676 
19.525 
20.032 
21,327 
6.30 .014* 
Sources Information 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
91.601 
81.842 
80.373 
8.896 
12.842 
17.288 
83.333 
70.946 
66.284 
14.004 
18.334 
21.752 
11.91 .001** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p ^.05. 
** p < .01. 
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Table 12: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are 
associated with each dependent measure for the student teaching 
group (N=41). MANOVA procedure with behavioral ability cue 
level as a within-subject factor (average behavioral ability, 
internalizing behavior, and externalizing behavior). Planned 
orthogonal set: 1) internalizing behavior with average behavioral 
ability; 2) externalizing behavior with internalizing behavior and 
average behavioral ability 
Posttest Within-Subject 
MEASURE M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
extOTializing belmvior 
87.276 
82.927 
77.841 
11.924 
18.035 
19.383 
16.47000 
6.44996 
28.31401 
.000** 
.015* 
.000** 
Job Acceptance 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
ext^alizing behavior 
93.293 
91.179 
89.488 
8.664 
12.322 
13.879 
6.65000 
3.82299 
9.90949 
.002** 
.058 
.003** 
Self-Efficacy 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
extCTnalizing behavior 
85.813 
83.659 
80.756 
10.860 
15.033 
15.334 
12.14000 
3.62265 
25.11697 
.000** 
.064 
.000** 
Outcome 
Expectation 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
88.008 
83.618 
80.110 
9.670 
14.322 
14.573 
28.12000 
16.17529 
41.85241 
.000** 
.000** 
.000** 
Recommend 
SpecEd.^ 
average behavior 
internalizing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
45.610 
41.423 
40.902 
16.197 
18.134 
17.663 
7.28000 
10.30650 
4.65398 
.001** 
.003** 
.037* 
Sources Information 
average behavior 
intOTializing behavior 
externalizing behavior 
91.601 
81.842 
80.373 
8.896 
12.842 
17.288 
19.38000 
28.38914 
12.40152 
.000** 
.000** 
.001** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p <.05. 
** p < .01. 
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Posttest means were further analyzed using the MANOVA procedure with behavioral 
cue level as a within-subjects factor (average behavioral ability, internalizing behavior, or 
externalizing behavior). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 12. The resulting 
within-subjects effects (Fs) are located in line with each dependent measure. Dependent 
measures were further tested with a planned orthogonal set The posttest mean for 
internalizing behavior was contrasted with the posttest mean for average behavioral ability. 
The resulting univariate Fs are located on Table 12 in line with internalizing behavior for each 
dependent measure. The posttest mean for externalizing behavior was contrasted with the 
mean of average behavioral ability and internalizing behavior. The resulting univariate Fs are 
located on Table 12 in line with externalizing behavior for each dependent measure. 
A significant within-subject effect was found on each dependent measure with 
Classroom Choice (F=16.47, p=.000), Job Acceptance {F=6.65, p=.002), Self-Efficacy 
(F=12.14,p=.000), Outcome Expectation (F=28.12,p=.000), Recommend SpecEd. 
(F=72B, p=J001), and Sources Information (F=19.38, p=.000). Significant univariate 
effects were located for each of the dependent measures, such that; Classroom Choice had 
significant effects on both internalizing behavior (F=6.44996, /^.015) and extemalizing 
behavior (F=28.31401, />=.000), Job Acceptance only had significant effects on extCTnalizdng 
behavior (F=9.9049,p=.003), Self-Efficacy only had significant effects at extemalizing 
behavior (F=25.11697,/?=.000), Outcome Expectation had significant effects on internalizing 
behavior (F=16.17529, p=.000) and extemalizing behavior (F=41.85241,/?=.000), 
Recommend SpecEd. had significant effects on both internalizing behavior (F=10.30650, 
p=,003) and extemalizing behavior (F=4.65398, p=.037), and Sources Information had 
significant effects on both internalizing behavior (F=28.38914,p=.000) and extemalizing 
behavior (F=12.40152,p=.001). 
77 
Student teachers reported (posttest) that if a student who exhibits internalizing 
behaviors were included in their regular education classroom, the student teacher would be: 
(a) significantly less likely to choose that classroom to teach in (M=82.927) than if the 
students all had average behavioral ability (M=87.276), (b) significantiy less likely to believe 
that all tlie students in the classroom would be able to achieve at or about their expected 
potentials (M=83.618) than if all the students had average behavioral ability (M=88.008), (c) 
significantly more likely to reconrunend that student for special education (M=41.423) than a 
student with average behavioral ability (M=45.610), and (d) significantly less likely to have 
had important experiences with that student (M=81.843) than a student with average 
behavioral ability (M=91.601). 
Student teachers also reported (posttest) that if a student who exhibits externalizing 
behaviors were included in their regular education classroom, they would be: (a) significantly 
less likely to choose this classroom (M=77.841) than a classroom that included either a 
student with average behavior (M=87.276) or internalizing behavior (M=82.927), (b) 
significantly less likely to accq)t a teaching position that included this type of student 
(M=89.488) than a position that would include a student with either average behavior 
(M=93.293) or internalizing behavior (M=91,179), (c) significantly less likely to believe that 
they possess the personal abilities to assist this student in achieving at or about their expected 
potential (M=80.756) than they would be able to assist a student vi/ith either average behavior 
(M=85.813) or internalizing behavior (M=83.659), (d) significantly less likely to believe that 
all the students would achieve at or about their expected potential (M=80.110) than if the 
student exhibits average behavior (M=88.008), (e) significantly more likely to recommend this 
student to special education (M=40.902) than a student with either average behavior 
(M=45.610) or internalizing behavior (M=40.902), and (f) significantly less likely to have had 
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important experiences with this type of student (M=80.373) than either a student with average 
behavior (M=91.601) or internalizing behavior (M=81.842). 
The analysis of Null Hypothesis 5 resulted in significant multivariate effects on each 
dependent measure. The student teachers' posttest self-efficacy judgments were hierarchically 
positive and significantly different for the three behavioral ability cue levels with the most 
positive self-efficacy judgments made about students with an average behavioral ability level, 
followed by students who exhibit internalizing behaviors, and ending with the least positive 
self-efficacy judgments made about students who exhibit externalizing behaviOTS. Thus, Null 
Hypothesis 5 is rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 6 
There is no significant difference in the student teachers' posttest means in 
classroom choice, job acceptance, seif-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
recommend special ed., or sources of information for students who are 
characterized as having either average physical ability or impaired physical 
ability. 
The sixth null hypothesis was formulated to determine if the student teachers would 
make significantly different posttest responses on each dependent measure based on the 
physical ability cue level (average physical ability or impaired physical ability) present in the 
student case studies. The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the student teachers' 
self-efficacy judgments are related to a students level of physical ability. For this data 
analysis, scores were derived by aggregating responses across the physical capacity cue levels 
(See Appendix I). 
Preliminary data analysis was conducted to compare the two preservice teacher groups 
and determine if posttest between-subjects effects existed when data were aggregated by the 
two physical ability cue levels (average and impaired). Descriptive statistics and tests of 
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significance are presented in Table 13 that includes pretest and posttest means and standard 
deviations with the associated significance test (Fs) for each dependent measure aggregated by 
the two physical ability cue levels (average and impaired). Significant between-subjects 
effects exist for five of the six dependent measures with Job Acceptance (F = 4.78, p = .032), 
Self-Efficacy (F = 10.68, p = .002), Outcome Expectation (F = 5.36, p = .023), Recommend 
SpecEd. (F = 6.31, p = .014), and Sources Information (F = 10.52, p = .002). Given this 
significant difference between the student teaching and nonstudent teaching groups, the 
student teachers' posttest scores were fiuther analyzed to determine within-subject differences. 
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 14 that includes posttest means and 
standard deviations for the student teaching group on each dependent measure aggregated by 
the physical ability (average physical ability OT impaired physical ability). Within each 
dependent measure, there is a decrease in the student teachers' posttest means from average 
physical ability to impaired physical ability with Classroom Choice (84.404,81.032), Job 
Acceptance (92.341,90.343), Self-Efficacy (86.321, 80.573), Outcome Expectation (85.335, 
82.571), Recommend SpecEd. (48.100,37.122), and Sources Information (90.771, 
76.417). 
Posttest means were further analyzed using the MANOVA procedure with physical 
ability cue level as a within-subjects factor (average physical ability or impaired physical 
ability). The results of this analysis are jwesented in Table 14. 
A significant within-subject effect was found on each dependent measure with 
Classroom Choice (F=10.92,/;=.002), Job Acceptance (F=6.02,/*=.019), Self-Efficacy 
(F=24.39, p=.000), Outcome Expectation (F=10.18, p=.003). Recommend SpecEd. 
(F=51.54, /?=.000), and Sources Information (F=26.70, p^.OOO). The student teacher 
reported that they were significantiy more likely to choose a regular education classroom that 
included only students with average physical ability (M=84.404) than they were to choose a 
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Table 13: Posttest means, standard deviations, and significance tests (Fs) 
that are associated with each dependent measure aggregated by 
physical ability cue level (average physical ability and impaired 
physical ability) 
Student 
Teaching 
(N=41) 
Nonstudent 
Teaching 
(N=37) 
Between-
Subjects 
MEASURE 
Posttest 
M SD 
Posttest 
M SD F P 
Classroom Choice 
average physical 
impaii^ physical 
84.404 
81.032 
13.812 
17.833 
79.640 
71.306 
14.666 
21.316 
3.72 .057 
Job Acceptance 
average physical 
impaired physical 
92.341 
90.343 
9.432 
13.116 
87.988 
82.481 
11.457 
16.441 
4.78 .032* 
Self-Efficacy 
average physical 
impaired physical 
86.321 
80.573 
10.981 
16.201 
79.189 
69.200 
10.135 
14.613 
10.68 .002** 
Outcome Expectation 
average physical 
impair^ physical 
85.335 
82.571 
10.991 
14.300 
80.390 
75.094 
9.887 
13.106 
5.36 .023* 
Recommend 
SpecEd.^ 
average physical 
impair^ physical 
48.100 
37.122 
16.603 
18.111 
59.850 
45.691 
19.759 
20.118 
6.31 .014* 
Sources Information 
average physical 
impair^ physical 
90.771 
76.417 
10.698 
19.091 
81.847 
62.928 
15.977 
23.765 
10.52 .002** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-orda-ed scale, 
*p <.05. 
** p <.01. 
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Table 14: Mean posttest scores and their standard deviations that are 
associated with each dependent measure for the student teaching 
group (N=41). MANOVA procedure with physical ability cue 
level as a within-subject factor (average physical ability and 
impaired physical ability) 
Posttest Within-Subject 
MEASURE M SD P 
Classroom Choice 
average physical 
impaii^ physical 
84.404 
81.032 
13.812 
17.833 
10.92 .002** 
Job Acceptance 
average physical 
impaii^ physical 
92.341 
90.343 
9.432 
13.116 
6.02 .019* 
Self-Efficacy 
avCTage physic^ 
impaired physical 
86.321 
80.573 
10.981 
16.201 
24.39 .000** 
Outcome 
Expectation 
avCTage physical 
impaired physical 
85.335 
82.571 
10.991 
14.300 
10.18 .003** 
Recommend 
SpecEd.® 
average physical 
impai^ physical 
48.100 
37.122 
16.603 
18.111 
51.54 .000** 
Sources Information 
average physical 
impaired physical 
90.771 
76.417 
10.698 
19.091 
26.70 .000** 
^ This item is presented on a reverse-ordered scale. 
*p <.05. 
**p ^.01. 
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classroom that also includes a student with some physical impairment (M=81.032). 
Additionally, student teachers were significantly more likely to accept a r^ular education 
teaching position that included only students with average physical abilities (92.341) than a 
position that would include a student with some physical impairment (M=90.343). Further, 
the student teacher was significantly less likely to believe that they possessed the personal 
ability to assist students with a physical impairment (M= 80.573) than students with average 
physical ability (M=86.321) to achieve at or about their expected potentials. When asked if all 
students in the student teachers' regular education classroom would achieve at or about their 
expected potential, the student teacher was significantly less likely to expect this outcome if 
one of the students had some physical impairment (M=82.571) than if all the students had 
average physical ability (M=85.335). On a reversed item scale with very likely at 0 and very 
unlikely at 100, the student teacher was significantly more likely to recommend that a student 
with some physical impairment should be in special education (M=37.122) than a student with 
average physical ability (M=48.100). Finally, the student teacher reported significantly more 
important experiences with students who have average physical ability (M=90.771) than with 
students who have some physical impairment (76.417). 
The analysis of Null Hypothesis 6 resulted in significant multivariate effects on each 
dependent measure. The student teachers' posttest self-efficacy judgments were hierarchically 
positive and significantly different for the two physical ability cue levels with the most positive 
self-efficacy judgments made about students with average physical abilities and the least 
positive for students with some physical impairment Thus, Null Hypothesis 6 is rejected. 
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Null Hypothesis 7 
There are no significant posttest relationships between student teachers' 
strength of classroom choice, job acceptance, or recommend special ed. and 
their levels of self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and sources of information. 
Table 15 presents correlations between all the pairs of posttest measures for the student 
teachers in the study. The seventh null hypothesis was tested by comparing the following 
nine posttest measure pairs: (a) classroom choice and self-efficacy, (b) classroom choice and 
outcome expectations, (c) classroom choice and sources of information, (d) job acceptance 
and self-efficacy, (e) job acceptance and outcome expectations, (f) job acceptance and sources 
of information, (g) recommend special ed. and self-efficacy, (h) recommend special ed. and 
outcome expectations, and (i) recommend special ed, and sources of information. Of these, 
five pairs resulted in significant relationships. First, a significant relationship exists between 
the student teachers' strength of classroom choice and their level of self-efficacy (r = .7043, p 
< .01). This indicates that those student teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy regarding 
the hypothetical students are more likely to choose a classroom assignment that includes a 
student with cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenges. Second, a significant relationship 
exists between the student teachers' strength of classroom choice and their level of outcome 
expectations (r = 3156, p < .05). Thus, those student teachers with a higher level of outcome 
expectations regarding the hypothetical students are more likely to choose a classroom 
assignment that includes a student with cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenges. Third, a 
significant relationship exists between the student teachers' strength of job acceptance and 
their level of self-efficacy (r= .6856,/) < .01). Those student teachers with a higher level of 
self-efficacy regarding the hypothetical students are more likely to accept a teaching job that 
includes a student with cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenges. Fourth, a significant 
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Table 15: Correlation matrix for posttest measures of classroom choice, job 
acceptance, seif-efficacy, outcome expectations, recommend 
speced., And sources of information aggregated across all student 
ability cues and within the student teacher group 
Measure 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Classroom Choice .4675** .7043** .3756* .2096 .2783 
2. Job Acceptance - .6856** .4651** .2834 .6634** 
3. Self-Ef£icacy - .7548** .2729 .3170* 
4. Outcome Expectation - .1761 .2034 
5. Recommend SpecEd. - -.1626 
6. Sources of Information -
Note. n=41. 
*p <.05. 
** p <.01. 
relationship exists between the studait teachers' strength of job acceptance and their level of 
outcome expectations (r = .4651, p < .01). Those student teachers with a higher level of 
outcome expectations regarding the hypothetical students are more likely to accept a teaching 
job that includes a student with cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenges. Fifth, a 
significant relationship exists between the student teachers' strength of job acceptance and 
their level of sources of information (r = .6634, p < .01). Those student teachers who rated 
the importance of sources of information higher regarding the hypothetical students are more 
likely to accept a teaching job that includes a student with cognitive, behavioral, or physical 
challenges. 
It should be noted that the student teachers' strength of recommend special ed. was not 
significantly related to their levels of self-efficacy, outcome expectations, or sources of 
information. This indicates that the student teachers' decision to recommend a student with 
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cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenges for special education is independent of the other 
personal perceptions measured in this study. However, of the nine posttest judgment pairs, 
the following five pairs wae significantiy related: (a) classroom choice and self-efficacy, (b) 
classroom choice and outcome expectation, (c) job acceptance and self-efficacy, (d) job 
acceptance and outcome expectation, and (e) job acceptance and sources of information. 
Therefore, Null Hypothesis 7 is rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 8 
There are no signiflcant posttest relationships among the student teachers' 
levels of self-efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and sources of 
information. 
Table 15 presents correlations between all the pairs of posttest measures for the student 
teacher group in the study. The eighth null hypothesis was tested by comparing the following 
tliree posttest measure pairs: (a) self-efficacy and outcome expectations, (b) self-efficacy and 
sources of information, and (c) outcome expectations and sources of information. Of these, 
two pairs resulted in significant relationships. First, the student teachers' levels of self-
efficacy and outcome expectations were significantiy related (r - .7548, p < .01). As student 
teachers' judgment about personal ability to teach a student with cognitive, behavioral, or 
physical challenges increases there is also an increase in their personal judgment about tiie 
likelihood of that hypotiietical student achieving at his expected potential. A second significant 
relationship exists between the student teachers' levels of self-efficacy and sources of 
information (r = .3170,/? < .05). As important experiences with a student who has a 
cognitive, behavioral, or physical challenge increases student teachers' judgment about their 
ability to teach those hypotiietical students also increases. 
The analysis of Null Hypotiiesis 8 resulted in significant relationships between both 
self-efficacy and outcome expectation as well as self-efficacy and sources of information. On 
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the posttest, as the student teachers' personal judgments about self-efficacy became stronger 
and more positive, their perceptions about student achievement and experiencing important 
sources of information also became stronger and more positive. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 8 
is rejected. 
Summary of Findings 
Preservice teachers who have not had a student teaching experience report on a scale of 
10 to 100 that they are: (a) "Somewhat likely" to choose a r^ular education classroom 
situation that includes students with differing ability levels; (b) "Veiy likely" to accept a 
teaching offer for a regular education classroom that includes students with differing ability 
levels; (c) "Somewhat able" to assist students with differing ability levels in achieving at 
expected potential in their regular education classroom; (d) "Somewhat likely" to believe that 
all the students in their regular education classroom will achieve at expected potential when 
students with diffeiing ability levels are included in that classroom; (e) "Somewhat likely" to 
recommend students with differing ability levels for special education when those students are 
fully-included in their regular education classroom; And, (f) "Somewhat likely" to have had 
sources of information related to students with differing ability levels. There were significant 
differences in these self-efficacy judgments between preservice teachers who completed 
student teaching and those who did not Those preservice teachers who complete a student 
teaching experience report on a scale of 10 to 100 that they are: (a) "Very likely" to choose a 
regular education classroom situation that includes students with differing ability levels; (b) 
"Very likely" to accept a teaching offer for a regular education classroom that includes students 
with differing ability levels; (c) "Very able" to assist students with differing ability levels in 
achieving at expected potential in their regular education classroom; (d) "Very likely" to 
believe that all the studrats in their regular education classroom will achieve at expected 
potential when students with differing ability levels are included in that classroom; (e) 
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"Somewhat likely" to recommend students with diffraing ability levels for special education 
when those students are fully-included in their regular education classroom; And, (f) "Very 
likely" to have had sources of information related to students with differing ability levels. 
Preservice teachers who complete a student teaching experience alter their self-efficacy 
judgments and become more positive about including students with differing ability levels in 
their regular education classrooms. Student teachers are more likely to choose to work in a 
fiill-inclusion teaching situation when their judgments about their capability to teach in this 
situation, expected outcomes for all students, and experiences with a wider range of student 
abilities are more positive. Student teachers who are more positive about their personal ability 
(self-efficacy) to teach students with differing ability levels also hold higher outcome 
expectations for all students' achievement and are more positive about their student teaching 
experiences (sources of information). 
When asked to choose between a classroom with twenty-five average students or one 
with twenty-four students and a student with some disability, the student teachers were less 
likely to choose a classroom that includes a student with either a severe cognitive disability, an 
internalizing or externalizing behavior, or some physical impairment than they are to choose a 
classroom that includes a student with average abilities or a mild cognitive disability. Student 
teachers seem less likely to accept a teaching position that includes responsibility for a student 
with either a severe cognitive disability, an externalizing behavior, or some physical 
impairment than they are to accept a position that includes a student with average abilities, a 
mild cognitive disability, or an internalizing behavior. They are more likely to recommend 
students with any level of disability for special education than they are to recommend students 
with average abilities. 
Student teachers' sense of efficacy is lower with a student who exhibits either a mild 
or severe cognitive disability, an externalizing behavior, or some physical impairment than 
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with students who exhibit either average abilities or an internalizing behavior. Student 
teacha-s believe that if a student with a disability is fiilly-included in the regular education 
classroom, all the students in that classroom achieve below their expected potentials. When 
asked to weight the importance of their student teaching experi^ce as a source of information, 
the student teachers report having less important experiences regarding students with any 
disability than with students who exhibit average abilities. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
This section includes: a summary of the study, the conclusions and a discussion of 
findings, the limitations of the study, recommendations for fiuther research, and 
recommendations for practice. 
Summary of Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to detamine the influence of student teaching 
experience on four aspects crucially related to preservice teachers' ability to teach in the 
increasingly complex environments created by exceptional students. Specifically, these four 
crucial aspects were: self-efficacy, outcome expectations, sources of information, and choice 
behavior, i.e., perceived ability to cope with students that present exceptional challenges in a 
full-inclusion regular education classroom. 
The study utilized a nonrandomized control group, pretest-posttest quasi-experimental 
design. The two groups were drawn fixim preservice elementary teachers attending a medium-
sized state university in southern Minnesota during Spring Quarter of 1994. One group 
(n=41) included those students who were enrolled in the elementary student teaching course 
"the student teaching group." The other group (n=37) was comprised of students who were 
enrolled in the Reading and Language Arts methods course and had not participated in student 
teaching "the nonstudent teaching group." 
Data were collected at the beginning of the quarter and then again at the end of the 
quarter using an Inclusion Readiness Survey designed and field tested by the researcher. 
This instrument consisted of a cover page with general directions for completing the survey 
instrument and included three major sections: Section 1-Personal Teaching Profile, Section 2-
Sources of Efficacy Information, and Section 3-Depth of Experience. The first section of the 
survey instrument, "Personal Teaching Profile," consisted of an intxoducticHi, 18 student case 
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descriptiwis and six items that explored perceived ability to cope, self-efficacy expectations, 
and outcome expectations. "Sources of Efficacy Information," Section 2 of the survey 
instrument, consisted of an introduction, the 8 cue levels that formed the student case 
descriptions, and several items that explored the four sources of information. The final 
section of the instrument consisted of nine questions regarding the preservice elementary 
teachers' depth of experiences. 
Conciusions and Discussion 
Presavice teachers who have not had a student teaching experience report (scale of 10 
to 100) they are; (a) "Somewhat likely" to choose a regular education classroom situation that 
includes students with differing ability levels; (b) "Very likely" to accept a teaching offer for a 
regular education classroom that includes students with differing ability levels; (c) "Somewhat 
able" to assist students with differing ability levels in achieving at expected potential in dieir 
regular education classroom; (d) "Somewhat likely" to believe that all the students in their 
r^ular education classroom will achieve at expected potential when students with differing 
abilily levels are included in that classroom; (e) "Somewhat likely" to recommend students 
with differing abilily levels for special education when those students are fully-included in 
their regular education classroom; And, (f) "Somewhat likely" to have had sources of 
information related to students with differing ability levels. As expected, preservice teachers 
made self-efficacy judgments that were somewhat positive. One might assume that working 
for 4 years toward obtaiiung a degree in elementary education results in a moderate level of 
efficacy about teaching students. It seems likely that these preservice teachers also had had at 
least minimal experiences with differing student ability levels during college courses, brief 
observations, and field experiences. It is not surprising that preservice teachers are "very 
likely" to accq)t a job teaching in a regular education classroom that includes students with 
differing ability levels. Given the limited number of teaching positions available and the large 
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number of applicants, it is highly likely that at this point in their lives the preservice teacher is 
more focused on getting a job than the particulars of that job. 
There were significant differences in the self-ef^icacy judgments between preservice 
teachers who completed student teaching and those who did not. Using a scale of 10 to 100, 
those preservice teachers who complete a student teaching experience report they are: (a) 
"Very likely" to choose a regular education classroom situation that includes students with 
differing ability levels; (b) "Very likely" to accept a teaching offer for a regular education 
classroom that includes students with differing ability levels; (c) "Very able" to assist students 
with differing ability levels in achieving at expected potmtial in their regular education 
classroom; (d) "Very likely" to believe that all the students in their regular education classroom 
will achieve at expected potential when studwits with differing ability levels are included in 
that classroom; (e) "Somewhat likely" to recommend students with differing ability levels for 
special education when those students are fully-included in their regular education classroom; 
And, (f) "Very likely" to have had sources of information related to students with differing 
ability levels. As expected, those preservice teachers who complete a student teaching 
experience rqxnt higher levels of self-efficacy, stix)nger outcome expectations and sources of 
information, and perceive tiieir ability to cope with a bioada* range of student abilities in their 
regular education classroom to be higher than those who do not complete a student teaching 
experience. This finding is further discussed below. 
It is not surprising that preservice teachers who complete a student teaching experience 
alter their self-efficacy judgments and become more positive about including students with 
differing ability levels in theu* regular education classrooms. It seems likely that experiences 
during student teaching provide sources of information that lead to more positive teacher 
judgments of self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and choice behavior for students with a 
broad range of abilities in a regular education classroom. According to Bandura, tiie two most 
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influential sources of information are enactive attainment and vicarious experience. These two 
sources of information are at the veiy heart of the student teaching experience. Additionally, 
Bandura explains that successful experiences will lead to more positive judgments about self-
efficacy, outcome expectations, and willingness to cope with a situation. Prior to student 
teaching, preservice teachers are seldom engaged in either enactive or vicarious experiences. 
Only limited opportunities to enhance and integrate their understandings about the act of 
teaching through intense observation (vicarious experience) of a classroom teacher or to attain 
personal skills through guided performance (enactive attainment) are provided. However, it 
a|q)ears that those preservice teachers who do complete student teaching have more positive 
enactive and vicarious expaiences that lead to more positive judgments about their self-
efficacy, outcome expectations, and willingness to cope with the situation of including 
students with a broader range of abilities in a regular education classroom than do those who 
do not complete student teaching. This supports Bandura's theory. Given the influence the 
student teaching experience has on the formation of preservice teachers' positive feelings of 
self-efficacy, it is crucial that presarvice teacher preparation programs continue the student 
teaching component. 
It is also not surprising that student teachers are more likely to choose to work in a 
full-inclusion teaching situation when their judgments about their c^>ability to teach in this 
situation, expected outcomes for all students, and experiences with a wider range of student 
abilities are more positive. Bandura contends that peoples ability to think about experiences, 
capabilities, and the consequences related to a situation play a key role in their decision to 
approach a situation. More positive judgments about experiences, capabilities, and 
consequences result in a greater willingness to approach a situation. It ^pears that as student 
teachers' self-efficacy judgments become stronger and more positive they are more willing to 
cope with increasingly complex classroom situations. As self-efficacy judgments become 
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weaker and less positive they are more likely to avoid complex classroom situations. It seems 
likely the student teacher chooses a classroom or accepts a teaching position that includes 
students with differing ability levels when they believe they can teach those students and that 
their teaching will make a difference for those students. Further, these beliefs flow from the 
strength of successful student teaching experiences that include a wider range of student 
abilities. 
As expected, student teachers who are more positive about their personal ability (self-
efficacy) to teach students with differing ability levels also hold higher outcome expectations 
for all students' achievement and are more positive about their student teaching experiences 
(sources of information). According to Bandura (1986), a person's level of self-efficacy, 
outcome expectations, and sources of information are specific to a situation and a relationship 
exists between these three constructs. Specifically, people who have successfid experiences 
specific to a situation make more positive judgments about their capabilities and assessment of 
expected outcomes in that situation. If, however, people lack successful experiences in a 
situation, they are more likely to make weaker judgments about capabilities and lower their 
assessment of expected outcomes for that situation. Consistent with the theory, it appears that 
in response to a full-inclusi(»i teaching situation, student teaches' judgments about self-
efficacy, outcome expectations, and sources of information are related. Those preservice 
teachers with more successful student teaching experiences regarding a range of student 
abilities make more positive judgments about cq)ability to assist different levels of students 
and expect higher outcomes for all students. 
Whai asked to choose between a classroom with twenty-five average students or one 
with twenty-four students and a student with some disability, the student teachers were less 
likely to choose a classroom that includes a student with either a severe cognitive disability, an 
internalizing or extemalizing behavior, or some physical impairment than they are to choose a 
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classroom that includes a student with average abilities or a mild cognitive disability. Student 
teachers seem less likely to accept a teaching position that includes responsibility for a student 
with either a severe cognitive disability, an externalizing behavior, or some physical 
impairment than they are to accept a position that includes a student with average abilities, a 
mild cognitive disability, or an internalizing behavior. They are more likely to recommend 
students with any level of disability for special education than they are to recommend students 
with average abilities. Bandura stresses that people continually make choices about behaviors 
and situations they are willing to api^oach and cope with as well as those they will avoid. 
This choice is dependent on the person's level of self-efficacy. Thus, a person who avoids a 
situation needs successful experiences to raise self-efficacy in order to more willingly 
ai^oach that situation. Given a teaching choice, these student teachers indicate they will 
avoid situations that include a student with a disability in the regular education classroom. In 
other words, the student teachers choose to cope only with students of average ability. 
Although expected, this finding is still disappointing. With the increasing numbers of 
exceptional students fully-included in regular education classrooms, it is essential that student 
teachers are ready to cope with these teaching situations. Preservice teacher programs need to 
develop and provide the types of successful experiences that raise student teachers' self-
efficacy to cope with teaching situations that include students with a disability. 
Student teachers' sense of efficacy is lower with a student who exhibits either a mild 
or severe cognitive disability, an externalizing behaviw, or some physical impairment than 
with studaits who exhibit either average abilities or an internalizing behavior. Student 
teachCTS believe that if a student with a disability is fully-included in the regular education 
classroom, all the students in that classroom achieve below their expected potentials. When 
asked to weight the importance of tiieir student teaching experioice as a source of information, 
the student teachers report having less important experiences regarding students with any 
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disability than with students who exhibit average abilities. It is apparent that when student 
teachers perceive students as having a severe disability, they report they feel less ei^icacious, 
have lower expectations for all students, and place less importance on their student teaching 
experience as a source of efficacy information. Consistent with Bandura's theory, it appears 
that a lack of key experiences with students who have a disability results in lower student 
teacher self-efficacy and outcome expectations when students with disabilities are concemed. 
While these findings may not be surprising, it is alarming that student teachers lowered their 
student achievement outcome expectations when a student with disabilities is fully-included in 
the regular education classroom. Lowered outcome expectations have been reported by other 
researchers and labeled "contagion." Contagion is a dynamic, contextual factor reflecting the 
degree to wliich a behavior induces other similar behaviors and/or disrupts others in the 
classroom environment (Gropper, Kress, Hughes, & Pekich, 1968; Safiran & Safi^, 1987). 
It is possible that when given a descriptive cue of a student with some handle^, these student 
teachers perceive the issue of environmental contagion and make a judgmoit that all tiie 
students in this environment will fall below expectations. Given the national trend for full-
inclusion, it is highly likely tiiat these student teachers will be expected to teach effectively in 
classroom situations that include students with disabilities. However, student teachers 
indicate that they are less able to teach students with a disability than students with average 
ability. Further, if placed in this teaching situation they believe that none of the students will 
achieve at their expected potential level. 
Two broad inferences may be drawn firom the findings in this study. First, the student 
teaching expaience is an influential factor in the positive development of presCTvice teachers' 
judgments about self-efficacy, outcome expectations, sources of information, and willingness 
to cope with students who vary in their abilities. However, this student teaching experience 
does not adequately prq)are these preservice teachers for a complex, heterogeneous regular 
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education classnx)m. While the student teaching experience did significantly increase self-
efficacy judgments, a significant difference in diose judgments continues to exist dq>endent on 
the type of student described. Therefore, one might further infer that even after a student 
teaching experience these preservice teachers did not perceive themselves as prepared to meet 
the challenge of a heterogeneous classroom that includes a student with a disability. 
Limitations 
In interpreting die results of this study, three limitations must be kept in mind First, 
the preservice teachers responses to the survey were not captured in an actual situation, but 
instead under hypothetical circumstances. Second, an adjustment was made in the posttest 
administration such that some participants responded to a mailed survey and others in a group 
setting. Finally, the sample size was small and came from only one university so any 
generalizations to other university preservice programs should be made with caution. 
The first limitation is that the preservice teachers responded to a simulated situation. 
There are both advantages and disadvantages to this procedure. The primary disadvantage is 
that participants may be more apt to respond in what they believe to be a socially acceptable 
manner. Any generalizations made must be limited to this simulated situation only. The 
preservice teachers may respond differentiy when they enter into an actual decision-making 
situation. The primary advantage with this procedure is the researcher's ability to control for 
extraneous factors. In this study, biasing factors such as gender, ethnicity, age, and SES 
were controlled. Further, the hypothetical student case descriptions were systematically varied 
such that the cognitive, behavioral, and physical dimensions were equally weighted. This 
procedure opens up the opportunity to study the relative contribution of each dimension to the 
decisions made by the preservice teachers regarding self-efficacy, outcome expectations, 
sources of information, classroom choice, job acceptance, and recommend speced. 
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The second limitation is that posttest administration differed for the two groups. The 
nonstudent teaching group completed the survey as a large group during a regularly scheduled 
class session. Due to a scheduling conflict, only nineteen members of the student teaching 
group completed the survey during a regularly scheduled seminar session. The remaining 38 
student teachers were mailed surveys, with 22 of those surveys completed and returned. This 
difference in posttest administration may have effected the results. 
The third limitation is that the sample size is small and was drawn firom only one 
preservice pieparaticMi program. Any generalizations made would need to be confined to this 
preservice prq>aration program. 
Recommendations For Further Research 
The impetus for this research is the impending need to prepare our p-eservice teachers 
to meet the challenge of increasingly complex regular education elementary classrooms. 
Previously, little research has been conducted with preservice teachers to determine their 
readiness for the full-inclusion of exceptional students in regular education. This research 
clearly demonstrates that the student teaching experience has an influential effect on preservice 
teachers' self-efficacy judgments about fully including students with exceptional needs. 
Unfortxinately, this student teaching experience was not influential enough to conclude that 
these preservice teachers judge themselves as adequately prepared to meet the challenge of all 
learners in the regular education classroom. However, two lines of research may be followed 
to advance the current findings in this area. 
First, this research may be replicated with the purpose of verifying results and 
addressing limitations. One important aspect of Bandura's theory of self-efificacy is that 
efficacy is specific to a situation. In this study, efficacy was explored using simulated 
situations. It would be interesting to replicate this study in an actual situation by exposing 
preservice teachers to a variety of fully-included, heterogeneous classrooms. Using this 
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strategy, the actual judgments that preservice teachers make about self-efficacy, outcome 
expectations, coping ability, and sources of information could be explored. Further, these 
results could be compared with the results from this study to determine if preservice teacher 
judgments in an actual situation mirrors those made in this simulated situation. 
Perhaps an even more interesting and illuminating line of research would be to more 
closely examine the sources of information that exist in the preservice preparation program 
specific to the issue of full-inclusion. Using interviews, preservice teachers could be 
questioned about the influence of their enactive, vicarious, persuasory, and physiological 
experiences specific to students with exceptional needs throughout their preservice preparation 
program and especially before and after student teaching. The results of these interviews 
could provide important information about why the student teachers in this study hold 
significantly more positive self-efficacy judgments for students who exhibit average abilities 
than they do for students with a disability. 
Recommendations For Practice 
The overall purpose of this research was a practical one; specifically, to determine if 
our current practice of student teaching is influential enough to prepare teachers for the 
increasingly complex, heterogeneous classrooms in today's elementary schools. The results 
of this study suggest at least three important practical implications. 
First, this study clearly demonstrates the importance of student teaching experience as 
a vehicle for enhancing sources of efficacy information for preservice teachers. While both 
groups of preservice teachers indicated similar self-efficacy judgments at the onset, only the 
student teaching group became significantly more positive in their judgments. It is critical that 
this practice continue as a vital element in teacher preparation. However, the results also 
indicate that stud^t teaching alone is not enough to close the g^ between efficacy judgments 
about students with average characteristics and those with excqptional challenges. 
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A second practical implication for preservice preparation programs is to expand current 
course offerings to provide those sources of information that lead to a preservice teachers 
greater sense of efficacy regarding students with differing abilities. In a paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Indiana Federation, Council for Exceptional Children, Brigham, F, J. 
(1993) describes two models of "Cross-Training and Faculty-Sharing" that may be 
considered. The purpose of these models is to "provide additional exposure to special 
education concepts and methods" (p. 7). Basically, these two models consist of delivering 
some of the general preservice education courses by a team of special and general education 
faculty. Enhancing current practice using one of these models would provide preservice 
teachers with more specific information about diverse learners with average and exceptional 
needs. Additicmally, the delivery of instruction by a team of special and general education 
faculty would provide an important vicarious experience for preservice teachers. 
Finally, a third practical implication is for jM-eservice preparation programs to design an 
action research project It is essential that preparation programs examine the influence of 
current practice related to preservice teachers' self-efficacy judgments about students with a 
wide range of abilities in the elementary classroom. Action research might include iaterviews 
with students, alumni, and members of the immediate service area. Information from these 
interviews may be used to enhance the preservice preparation program specific to tlie 
challenges that are currently present in the savice area. Additionally, two important pieces of 
information may surface as a result of interviewing members of the immediate service area. 
First, it is highly likely that this type of project may uncover exemplary classrooms that could 
then be used as future sites for enactive and vicarious experiences. Second, information from 
these interviews may reveal inservice teacher needs to be addressed through workshops by 
university faculty. 
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APPENDIX A 
LETTER OF INTEREST TO SECURE A SAMPLE 
Return Address 
Date 
Salutation: 
Preparing teachers with the necessary skills to handle at-risk students is one of the 
great challenges facing America's colleges and universities. Perhaps our ^eatest challenge is 
preparing teachers who can assure success with those students who experience difficulty 
learning. Self-efficacy, a teacher's belief in his or her ability to handle this situation may play 
a cruci^ role in determining beginning teachers early decisions about these students. The 
purpose of this letter is to determine your interest in a research endeavor that may have 
important implications for aihancing student achievement of at-risk students and for teacher 
preparation in your dei»rtment. 
The proposed research is designed to determine the extent to which student teaching 
influraices preservice teacha-s' self-efficacy in situations juicing them to include exceptional 
children in their regular education classroom and to ictentify aspects of the student teaching 
experience that SCTved as sources of information for their perceived self-efficacy. The study 
would not require faculty time and requires a very modest commitment of student time. 
Students would simply be asked to complete a thirty minute survey at the beginning and end 
of Spring Quarter and participate in a one hour interview at the end of the quarts. The 
interview would not be invasive in any way. 
I will, of course, provide you and your faculty a summ^ of the results and would be 
happy to come to campus and discuss tliem with faculty if that is desired. I have much 
ad^tional information about the research that I will be glad to share at your request 
I believe teacher preparation is among the most important activities in America. I am 
presently teaching for the Special Education Dq)artment at Mankato State University and plan 
to continue in teacher education. This research would be for my Ph.D. at Iowa State 
University. 
I shall be calling you soon to determine your interest Your participation in this 
important work will be appreciated. 
I look forward to talking with you soon. 
Sincerely yours, 
Nancy Ann Eckerson 
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APPENDIX B 
HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa State University 
(Pleose type and use the attached instructiofw for completing tnis fomi) 
An examination of the influence of student teaching experience on preservice 
J. jitje elementary teachers' inclusion readiness 
2. I agree 10 provideiliepnipersvrveiUancB of cliispiojccc to insure thai tbe rights and weUate of the hninansubjccu arc 
prOKctrai. 1 will iqwn any adverse reacdonsD the comouttee. AddiliomioOrChjlrtgesknfeseaKhpraeediireaaft^ithe 
piojectlMslxcfiapfKOved^besubmlcuidioibecomminMCvicview, iagTcctDTtqcenKocwdlofippfovalforikQypfoJect 
cantinning tnoie than one yesr. 
Nancy Ann Eckerson 317/94 __ 
Typ«  ^Xtfcno of Mttqul InTBtigxor Dite SipufflreeiPwie l^nveaijMOf 
Piof. Studies: Ed, Admin. 
Dcfmtmoil Campus Mimt Ciispn TdtjilKxx 
3. Signaones of othec investigalois £>iite Relatloaship lo Principat Irtvestigaior 
4. Principsil invBGtigjiiDr(s) (check all Uutapidy) 
• faulty D StafI K) G]iadU9ieSDuient OUndasraduatBScuileDt 
5. Hroject (check all that aiifiiy) 
• Research S « dissenaiton • Class piojea Q Independent Snidy (490, S90, Hofims project) 
6. Nasiberofsubjcctg{cotaplettaUd»ta{)ply) 
* Arlum.ncn.iitaiteflM _#ISUStudent # minors umto 14 X afaer (explain^ 
_ # niinofil 14 - 17 100 students; Si. Cloud Stale 
Univerii^, Minnesota 
7. Brief description <tfpn)pos«i research involving human subjects (Seeinstraciions,Item7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
• Problem; The primary purpose of this study is to determine the inf luence of student teaching experience on four aspects 
crucially related to preservice teachers' ability to teach m the increasingly complex environments created by exceptional students. 
Specifically, these four crucial aspects are; preservice teachers' teaching efficacy, sources of efficacy information, outcome 
expectations, and perceived ability to cope v;ith special educaton students in a full-inclusion regular education classroom. 
• Data collection; Data will be collected using a survey instrument administered before and after student teaching experience. 
Qualitative data v/ill be collected at the conclusion of a student experience by conducting structured interviews with a sample of 
the preservice elementary teachers. The data to be collected is in no v/ay intrusive. Addendum 1 is a listing of the questions that 
appear on the survey instrument. Specific interviev/ questions will be developed in the future and submitted at a later date. 
• Sample; The sample will be comprised of approximately 100 undergraduate students enrolled in an elementary student 
teaching course at a university in central Minnesota. 
• Process: Surveys will be distributed during the initial and regularly scheduled student teaching seminar meeting. Response to 
the survey will be that day and on a voluntary basis. 
(Please do uot send resorch, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. infonned C«n$«in; jxJ Signed infocmedconseni will be obtained, (Aiiach a copy of yoor form.) 
• Modified Infonned conscni wil! be ot)taincd. (S<W iflsttuctions, hem 8.) 
• Not applicable 10 this project 
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MflR-07-ig94 12:13 FROM ISU UP FOR RESEARCH TO 315072525650 P.05 
9. Confidentiality of Data; Describe below the meiliCKls to be used to ettsoie the confukncialuy of obtained. (See 
instniciicns, item 9.) 
Surv'eys and interviews will be coded in order, to make within subject 
comparisons. The coding system will consist of the subjects' filling in an ED 
# with the last four digits of their SS^. 
10. Whai risks or discomfort win be pan of the stndy? Will sutgects in tlie research be placed a: risk Of incur discomfcvt? 
Describe any risks to the subjects ai>d precautions that wiD be taken to miioniize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physicai lisic and includes to subjects' dignity and ^ elf-respect as well ^  psychoiogicsl or emotioDal lisk. See 
insttuctions, item 10.} 
There are no risks or discomforts anticipated with this 
research project. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Mcdi;^dearaiiceQece5saiybefart3ubjcct$c9npaiticipai& 
• B. Samples (Bloorf, tissue, etc.) from sobjects 
• C. Administration of 5ttbstan9C3 (foods, drugs, etc,) to subjects 
• D. Physical exeidse or condidoning for subjects 
Q B, Dccqption of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or Q Subjects 14 - nyeaisofage 
Q G. Subjects in institutions (Duislflg homes, prisoos, etc.) 
X] H. Research must be ^ )pn]W by another insuuition or agcncy (Attach letters of ^ iprovai) 
ir yflu checked any of th« items in 11, please complete the following in the space belotw (include ^ ny attacbuents); 
Items A-D Describe the ptYKcdures-and note (he safetypiccaudons being taken. 
Item E Descnbe h{iAr subjects will be deceived: justify the deception: iixlicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and infoimatiQn to be preseat  ^to subjeos. 
Item F For subjects under the age of |A, bdicats how infonned cons&nt Itom patients oc legally auihoirized repns-
sentatives as wen as from sobjects will be obtained. 
Items (j! & H Specify (he agency or insdcudon that must appiove the project If subjects in any otnside agency or 
instimtica are involved, approval must be obiauied prior lo beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
St. Cloud State University 
St. Cloud, Minnesota 
Project approval process has been initiated. Letter of 
approval will be submitted when available. 
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Last Name of Principal Investigator Echsrson 
Checklist for Altachments and Time Schedule 
The fQUowing ar£ attached (please check): 
12. • Letter or writien statement 10 subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of tht research 
b) the use of any identiiiBr axles (n^es, ff's), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 1?) 
c) an of time nee  ^forpanidpaiion in the research and the placc 
d) irapplic2ble,locaDonoftheieseaichactivi^  
e) how you wfll enstire wnfideniMity 
0 ^ 3  l o n g i i u d i n a l  f o i d y ,  n o t e  w h e n  a n d  h o w  y o Q  w i l l  c p n t a c t  s u b j e a s  l a u r  
g) paiticipation is voiuntary; nonpardctpadoD will noiaffect evaluations of the subject 
13. • Consent form (if applicable) 
14. • Letter of approval foricsearch tom cooperadng orgHnizadons or insdlutions (if ^ pUcable) 
15.^  Data-gadieiing instnicients 
16, Anticipated dates forccuitact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
17. Ifapplicafak: antkipatfiddatethatidCQlifleiswillberemoved ton complied survey instnimcnts and/or aiuMo Or visoal 
wiU.bc erw«fc 
March 14,. 1994 June 1994 
Month/Day/Year Monili/Day / Yeai 
August 1994 
Month/Day/Year 
18. Signature of Departmental ExeoitiveOllicer Date Department or Adminisnative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Cmmiaee: 
Ptojea Appoved Project Not Approved No Acdon Reqaiied 
Patr ic ia  M.  Ke i th  
Nome of Conuuitcee Chairperson Datd Signaiure of Commitux Chairperson 
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GENERAL FRAMEWORK OF TOPIC AREAS 
FOR STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 
1. Elements related to the student teaching context including grade level taught, 
number of students in the classroom, size of building and district, etc. 
2. Questions to verify and then further explore sources of information specific to the 
preservice preparation program and the student teaching experience in particular. This group 
of questions will be the major focus of the structured interviews. The researcher will ask 
questions that elicit the types of efficacy information that liave been conveyed to the 
preservice teacher. More importantly, the researcher will probe to determine the valence of 
each information source. Questions will be developed for each of the four sources of 
information: Enactive Attainment, Vicarious Experience, Verbal Persuasion, and 
Physiological State. 
To; PatKeilh, FIOM: Nancy ECIEISOII Sun'ey aiid Meiview questdcms as prepoied to date. 
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SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 1: INCLUSION RE.4DINESS, SELF-EFFICACY EXPECTATION, 
AND OUTCOME EXPECTATION 
Assume that Ted is placed, full-time, in your class of 25 average second graders without a one-to-one 
teacher's aide. Additionally, assume that your district defines an adequate education as each student 
learning pretty close to his/her expected potential. 
1. Pretend you've been offered the choice of two similar teaching contracts, However you know tliat one of the 
classrooms will include a student like Ted. 
How likely would you be to accept the teaching offer that includes Ted as part of your classroom assignment? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 ToO 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. How likely axe you to modify your instruction so that Ted can learn in your class? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 ToO 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How comfortable are you with T ed in your class? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 foo 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Uncomfortable Uncomfortable Comfortable Comfortable 
4. Ted's iparents believe that he would learn more with another teacher. How strongly do you agree with Ted's 
parents? 
To 20 Jo 40 50 60 70 SO 90 ToO 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
5. How would you judge your current ability for providing an adequate education for Ted in your regular 
education classroom? 
To 20 Jo 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
6. The likely consequence of including Ted into your regular education classroom is that: 
Ted and the other students will make adequate progress academically. 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 ToO 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
To; Pat Keith. From; Nancy EclsExscm Survey and Interview questions as piepBied to date. 
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SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION2: SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
Have you ever taught a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, thiiik about your experience teaching this student and answer questions 1 & 2. 
1. How successful would you rate your experience teaching a student like Adam? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
2. How many successful lessons have you taught to a student like Adam? 
0  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Zero Three Six Nine or 
More 
Pretend that you are asked to teacii a student like Adam. Imagine yourself teaching 
a lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes Adam. 
3. What do you think you will be physically experiencing while you are teaching a student like Adam? 
10 
Nervous 
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Calm 
10 
Anxious 
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Relaxed 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Worried Excited 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 4, 5, & 6. 
4. Did the person you observed teach the same way you would Hke to teach? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Different the Same the Same 
5. How successful would you rate the person you observed at being able to teach a student Uke Adam? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
To: Pat Keilii From: Nancj- Eclcrson Survey airi Interview qijestioiis as picpaied to dale. 
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6. How helpful was the observation in improving your own teaching ability? 
To 20 30 40 Jo 60 70 80 90 ToO 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Useless Useless Helpful Helpful 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could teach a 
student like Adam. 
7. About how many people have tried to convince you that you could teach students like Adam? 
8. Overall, how knowledgeable have these people been? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Urikncwiedlgeaiie LWflrKwdedgable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable 
9. Overall, how believable have these people been? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unbelievable Unbelievable BeHevable Believable 
To: Pat Keith. From; Nancy Eclciaoii Survey and Interview questions as prepared to date. 
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SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 3: DEPTH OF EXPERIENCES 
1. Do you have any family members with a handicapping condition? 
No Yes 
If yes: 
What is this person's relationship to you? (egs. father, sister, cousin) 
Specify this person's handicapping condition. 
2. What is your Major Area of Study? 
3. What is your Minor Area of Study or Concentration? 
4. Rank order grade level by the amount of experience you have had in each. 
(1 is the MOST experience and 8 is the LEAST amount of experience.) 
PRESCHOOL 
FIRST GRADE 
SECOND GRADE 
THIRD GRADE 
FOURTH GRADE 
FIFTH GRADE 
SDCTH GRADE 
SEVENTH TO NINTH GRADE 
To; Pat Keith. From: Nancy Ecksison Sun'ey airi Interview qviestions as piepaied to date. 
IRB Transmittal 
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MSU LOG NO.f"^-^0/3 — 5 -- 6jr- F- SX 
APPROVAL FORM FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING 
HUMAN PARTICIPANTS/ VOLUNTEERS/ SUBJECTS 
MANKATO STATE UNIVERSITY 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) 
Principle Investigator: 
Project Title: ^ ^ 
^ 
This application has been reviewed by the Mankato State University IRB: 
IRB Administrator: 
EXEMPT EXPEDITE FULL REVIEW DEFERRED 
IRB Adrn|j^trator ^nature (^empt status) Date 
EXPEDITED REVIEW: APPROVED ( ) DEFERRED ( ) 
Approved by Date 
Approved by Date 
Approved by Date 
FULL COMMITTEE REVIEW: 
Date of review 
APPROVED DISAPPROVED 
Reason:. 
Approved with changes Attached 
Project requires review more often than annual ( ) Every months 
Renewed Approved with no Substantive Changes. 
SIGNATURE Chair of University IRB (Expedite and Full Review) Date 
Mar iib. lyy^ I U :bi A M  
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MANKATO STATE UNIVERSITY 
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The Mankato Stats University IRB Administrator reviews all requests to conduct research 
involving human subjects/participants/volunteers. When required the IRS will review the 
research. In completing the following application, be advised that the persons reviewing it 
may be entirely unfamiliar with the field o( atudy involved. Present tfie request In 
TVPEWRrTTEN form and in nontechnical terms understandable to the IRB. It is the 
Investigator's responsibility to give information about research procedures that is most 
likely to entail risk but not to exofeae ludamant about the risk. Please submit a copy of 
your complete proposal, an informed consent/assent fonn as subjects will view it, any 
ether material or background information that will assist the iRB's review, and a 
curriculum vitae or biographical sketch. Research may not be initiated prior to formal 
written approval from the IRB. 
PRINCIPAL INVESTlGATORfS^ Ann Eckerson 
Curriculum & 
DEPARTMENT Instruction DATE OF REQUEST March 25, 1994 
TYPE OF REVIEW: NEW JQ RENEWAL () 
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AGENCY SUBMITTED TO; 
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APPENDIX C 
INFORMED CONSENT 
Mankato State University wants to provide high quality preparation programs for 
preservice teachers. They want to make sure that the preparation program is responsive to the 
ever-changing Public Education environment The information you provide voluntarily on 
this survey will help them identify expaiences in both courses and student teaching that have 
served as sources of information for you. Your honesty and your commitment to tliis research 
will help to develop stronger preservice education programs. 
The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete today and then again at the 
end of the quarter. A few of you will then be selected for an interview tiiat will jM-ovide us 
with more in-depth information. You will be coding your surveys with an ID#. This ID# will 
be used to match surveys and interviews. Only the principal researcher of the study will be 
able to match the ID# of the surveys and interviews. All ID# will be deleted at the conclusion 
of the research in August. 
No one from Mankato State will have access to your completed surveys or interview. 
You are guaranteed complete confidentiality. The surveys or interviews can in no way be 
used to evaluate you. Thank-you in advance for participating in this research project. Your 
participation will impact future preservice teachers in their own preparation programs. 
ID#; 
(last 4 digits of your SS#) 
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO STUDENT TEACHERS FOR POSTTEST MEETING 
DATE 
ADDRESS 
Greetings! Name\ 
Your student teaching experience is rapidly coming to an end. Summer is just around the 
comer and for many of you, Graduation!! 
There will be a brief meeting for AT J. Elementary Student T^hers. One purpose of this 
meeting will be to complete the posttest version of the survey you complete at the beginning 
of the quarter. Your participation in this effort will have an impact on future preservice 
teachers and their student teaching expaience. 
Mark your calendars for this important meeting: 
• DATE: MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1994 
• TIME: 9:00 A.M. 
• PLACE: Student Union Conference Auditorium 
(across from the university bookstore) 
Warm Regards, 
Nancy Ann Eckerson 
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APPENDIX E 
COVER LETTER SENT WITH MAILED SURVEYS 
To: SPRING QUARTER STUDENT TEACHERS 
Date; June 17.1994 
On March 28,1994 you completed a pretest survey. At that time, you consented to completing a 
posttest survey at the end of the quarter. In addition, you agreed to a follow<up interview if 
selected. Due to very hectic end of the quatter schedules, some of you were unable to attend the 
follow-up meeting scheduled on June 6. 
We understand, but your continued commitment to this research is crucial now, We are very 
interested in the confidential feedback from each and every Spring Quarter student teacher. 
Equally important to us is our strong belief that here at MSU we graduate teachers who follow 
through on their professional obligations. 
Please, sit down this afternoon and take 30*minuteB to complete this posttest survey. For your 
convenience, a postage paid return envelope has been included with this mailing. 
We expect to receive this posttest widiin 5 calendar days. If we havenH heard from you by June 
24^, we will be contacting you by phone. Please contact us if there is some reason you cannot 
complete this requirement Thank you for your help on this important project. And Best Wishes 
for a GREAT Summer. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Babel Nancy Eckerson 
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APPENDIX F 
FEEDBACK FORM 
(O'ConneU, 1992) 
The Survey you are about to review was developed at Iowa State University. The 
developer of the survey is asking for your feedback regarding readability, clarity, and 
believ^ility. At this time, we are interested in your comments and how you would respond to 
each item. Please feel finee to write directly on the survey and/or this feedback form. Thank-
you for your time and effort. 
At the beginning of the first two sections of the survey, there is a one page 
introduction. The purpose of this introduction is to create a mind set or perspective from 
which to respond. Please rate the introductions and provide any comments you feel would be 
helpful toward improving the introductions. 
Section 1: Introduction 
Very 
Low Low Hi^h 
Very 
High Comments 
Readability 1 2 3 4 
Clarity 1 2 4 
Believability 1 2 3 4 
Section 2: In troduction 
Comments 
Very 
Low Low High 
Very 
High 
Readability 1 2 3 4 
Clarity 1 2 3 4 
Believability 1 2 3 4 
Think about the case studies in Section 1. In general, are the cases believable? 
YES Yes No NO 
For any cases that are unclear, please provide comments about how to improve that 
case in the spaces provided below. 
Case # Comments 
In Section 1, You are given a brief case study. Then you are asked to answer the same 
10 questions regarding teaching that student in a regular second grade classroom. For any 
question that is unclear, please provide comments about how to improve that question in &e 
^ces provided below. 
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Question # Comments 
In Section 2, you are given one student characteristic. You are asked to consider only 
this one characteristic as you respond to the same 8 questions. For any question that is 
unclear, please provide comments about how to improve that question in the spaces provided 
below. 
Question # Comments 
Any additional Comments you would like to make: 
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APPENDIX G 
INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 1 OF THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Imagine that you are a newly hired second-grade teacher in a medium sized elementary 
school. Your elementary principi believes that it is very important to understand your 
teaching preferences. She knows that each teacher is an individual with differing strengths 
and we^esses, beliefs, and comfort levels. 
She has devised the following system to survey all the teachers in her building. Using 
the responses, she is able to build a personal profile for each teacher. 
It is interesting to note that at the end of the first year using this survey, those teachers 
who answered honesdy experienced the most productive and successful school year of their 
careers. 
The survey asks you to answer questions about a series of student case studies. Each 
case study is about a second-grade boy. You are given an indication about the academic, 
^haviord, and physical skills for each boy. Although the case studies are brief, use the 
information to form a general impression ^ut the student described. 
As you answer each question it is important for you to think about: 
1. All 25 students in your fictitious second grade classroom, 
2. The individual boy described in the case study, 
3. Your individual teaching style and skills, And 
4. Most importantly, both you and the school district have a strong expectation that 
each studMit will learn at a rate pretty close to his/her expected potential. 
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APPENDIX H 
STUDENT CASE DESCRIPTIONS 
Case Study 1: (average cognitive, behavioral, and physical capacities) 
Ted reads books at a second-grade level and keeps pace with peers during math. He 
demonstrates on-task behaviors about 90% of the time. Ted listens attentively and is friendly 
to peers. His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 2: (average cognitive, average behavior, physical impairment) 
Paul writes a paragraph with a topic sentence and at least three supporting 
sentences. He is beginning to solve 2-digit addition problems with 76% to 88% 
accuracy. Paul responds verbally and positively to the good fortune of others. His 
attention is usually directed toward the assigned task. Paul has a visual impairment 
that requires reading materials to be presented in Braille. 
Case Study 3: (average cognitive, externalizing behavior, average physical) 
Jim writes book reports that are 2 to 4 paragrairfis in length providing the major 
story elements. He completes timed math tests with 90% accuracy. Jim is noted for 
his immaturity and must be watched constantly or he will destroy the work of others. 
His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 4: (average cognitive, internalizing behavior, average physical) 
Chris completes daily assignments with 84% accuracy and minimal teacher 
direction. He is very forgetful and seems unaware of what is expected by his teacher. 
His self-esteem is low and he's unforgiving of the mistakes he makes. Chris's vision 
and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 5: (average cognitive, externalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Brian uses a dictionary to correct spelling errors and solves two-step math 
story problems with 87% accuracy. His relationships with peers are quarrelsome and 
he is prone to get into trouble when left alone. Brian has an orthop^c impairment 
that requires him to use an electric wheelchair for mobility and a computer for word 
processing. 
Case Study 6: (average cognitive, internalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Randy uses the table of contents and index to locate information with 75% 
accuracy. He is beginning to solve multiplication problems on a concrete level. 
Randy is moody and a loner who is continu^y seeking attention and testing adults to 
see if they like him. Randy has a hearing impairment that requires amplification and 
close proximity to the q)eaker in order to lip read. 
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Case Study 7: (mild cognitive, average behavior, average physical) 
Gary recognizes five sight words and adds numbers 1 to 10. He is well-liked 
by both peers and adults. He completes assigned tasks on time and with a positive 
attitude. Gary's vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 8: (mild cognitive, externalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Adam identifies all printed letters of the alphabet and matches the numerals 1 to 
25. He will oftentimes verbally disrupt group tasks and refuses to go with his class to 
lunch or gym. Adam has a convulsive disord^ that is controlled with medication most 
of the time, but he still has a seizure on the average of 4 times per year. 
Case Study 9: (mild cognitive, internalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Scott reads five common signs, such as; stop, walk, mens. He counts 
backwards from 10 and subtracts objects 1 to 10. Scott is overly dependent on teacher 
guidance. When asked to work ind^ndently, he will either suck his thumb or cry. 
Scott has cerebral palsy that requires him to use a computer for legible word 
processing. 
Case Study 10: (mild cognitive, average behavior, physical impairment) 
Kevin prints both uppercase and lowercase letters and a few words that are 1-3 
letters in length. He knows the ^uivalence of objects in groups of 1 to 10. When 
playing a game with peers, Kevin waits patiently for his turn. He follows teacher 
directions and listens attentively. At the age of 5-years-old, Kevin was in a car 
accident resulting in severe trauma and injury to his head. 
Case Study 11: (mild cognitive, externalizing behavior, average physical) 
Mike matches uppercase letters to lowercase letters and he matches pennies, 
nickels, dimes, and quarters. He continually disrupts the class and seems to be angry 
much of the time. On the playground, Mike verb^y and physically bullies the oAer 
children. His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 12; (mild cognitive, internalizing behavior, average physical) 
Ben will consistently identify 5 beginning sounds when heard in a word. He 
knows the value of pennies, nickels, and dimes. When he is left to work on tasks 
independently, Ben stares out the window or off into space. His vision and hearing 
are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 13: (severe cognitive, average behavior, average physical) 
David can label 8 colors and 4 shapes. He rote counts to 4. David says please 
and thank-you to peers and adults. He enjoys school and is eager to learn. His vision 
and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers 
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Case Study 14: (severe cognitive, average behavior, physical impairment) 
John will turn his eyes and head toward the person that says his name. He 
makes cooing, gurgling, or other sounds when spoken to and responds to others with 
a smile. John expresses the emotions of pleasure, sadness, and distress with body 
movements and filial expressions. He was bom with spina bifida that requires him to 
use a wheelchair for mobility and depend on physical assistance for his basic personal 
needs. 
Case Study IS: (severe cognitive, externalizing behavior, average physical) 
When requested, Tom will tell his first and last name. He can put together a 6-
piece inset puzzle. Last year, Tom beat a peer so severely that minor surgery was 
r^uired. He has bitten a number of his classmates and requires constant supervision. 
His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Case Study 16; (severe cognitive, externalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Peter sat up at the age of two. His intelligible speech consists of approximately 
IS words. He continually makes noises during class and spends about 50% of the day 
out of his seat. Peter was bom with hydrocephalus, an enlargement of the head, that 
has been sui^cally treated with a shunt implanted behind his ear. 
Case Study 17; (severe cognitive, intemalizing behavior, average physical) 
Mark can label 20 familiar objects and he follows one-step directions. He is 
quiet and withdrawn, refusing to interact with others. Mark's vision and hearing are 
normal and he is as coordinate as his peers. 
Case Study 18: (severe cognitive, intemalizing behavior, physical impairment) 
Rick can draw a circle and follow directions that require two actions in 
sequence. He can imitate one-syllable words, but generally relies on gestures or 
pointing to communicate his basic needs. Rick has poor eye contact and he has 
difficulty concentrating on a task for more than 2-minutes. He was diagnosed at birth 
with Fetal Alcohol Syndrome due to excessive alcohol consumption by his mother 
during pregnancy. 
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APPENDIX I 
CUE LEVEL COMBINATIONS FOR EACH STUDENT CASE DESCRIPTION 
Case Study 
0 
la lb Ic 
Cue L 
2a 
«vels 
2b 2c 3a 3b 
1 X X X 
2 X X X 
3 X X X 
4 X X X 
S X X X 
6 X X X 
7 X X X 
8 X X X 
9 X X X 
10 X X X 
11 X X X 
12 X X X 
13 X X X 
14 X X X 
15 X X X 
16 X X X 
17 X X X 
18 X X X 
* Key - Cue Level Descriptors: 
1: Cognitive Capacity 
la: Average or t^ical cognitive skill development 
lb: A mild impsument that is manifested by one or two years lag in cognitive sldll 
development. 
Ic: A modmte to severe impairment that is manifested by three or more years lag in 
costive skill development 
2: Behavioral Capacity 
2a: Approfmte or typical school-related behavioral skills. 
2b: Internalizing behaviors described as withdrawn or depressed acts. 
2c: Externalizing behaviors described as aggressive and disruptive acts. 
3: Physical Capacity 
3a: Typical or average vision, hearing, and coordination. 
3b: Some physical impairment such as; hearing, vision, convulsive disorder, head injury, 
spina bifida, cerebral palsy, etc. 
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APPENDIX J 
SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION I; INCLUSION READINESS, SELF-
EFFICACY EXPECTATION, AND OUTCOME EXPECTATION 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two avulable second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Ted and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Ted as part of your teaching 
assignment instead of the other classroom? 
lO 2D 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iW~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Ted 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
iO 20 35 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~" 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your ciurent ability to assist Ted in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
iO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 10^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Ted is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Ted and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely likely 
5. If Ted is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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APPENDIX K 
INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 2 OF THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Your new building principal is also interested in the training and hands-on experiences 
you have had in the past She uses this information to plan for staff development 
opportunities. 
To this end, your principal has developed the following needs assessment. You will 
be given a specific category or classification of students to thir^ about 
Although we know that students are much more complex, PLEASE think only about 
the personal experiences you have had with the single characteristic given. 
For example: 
R a n d y  i s  a c a d e m i c a l l y  t w o  y e a r s  b e h i n d  a  t y p i c a l  
s e c o n d - g r a d e  b o y .  
In this example, you should think only about Randy's academic abilities and ngt about 
his behavioral, emotional, or physical abilities. 
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APPENDIX L 
CUE LEVEL SENTENCES FOR SECTION 2 OF THE SURVEY 
INSTRUMENT 
1: Cognitive Capacity 
la: Average or typical cognitive skiU development 
Adam's academic learning rate is considered typical of a second-grade boy. 
lb: A mild impairment that is manifested by one or two years lag in cognitive skill 
development. 
Brian's academic learning rate is between one and two years behind most 
second-grade boys. 
lei A moderate to severe impairment that is manifested by three or more years lag in 
cognitive skill development 
David's academic learning rate is three or more years behind most second-
grade boys. 
2: Behavioral Capacity 
2a: Appropriate or typical school-related behavioral skills. 
John demonstrates school-related behaviors that are considered typical of a second-
grade boy. 
2b: Internalizing behaviors described as withdrawn or depressed acts. 
Mike demonstrates behaviors that aie considered withdrawn and depressed 
compared to most second-grade boys. 
2c: Externalizing behaviors described as aggressive and disruptive acts. 
Kevin demonstrates behaviors that are considered disruptive and aggressive 
compared to most second-grade boys. 
3: Physical Capacity 
3a: Typical or average vision, hearing, and coordination. 
Paul's physical development is considered typical of a second-grade boy. 
3b: Some physical impairment such as: hearing, vision, convulsive disorder, head injury, 
spina hifiHa. cerebral palsy, etc. 
Tom's physical development is considered severely impaired compared to most 
second-grade boys. 
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APPENDIX M 
SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 2: SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
Part A; 
Have you ever taught a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question I. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Adam as part of a 
group of regular education students? 
lO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 50 TDF" 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successfid 
Part B; 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 l00~~ 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Diffeaient Diffaent the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Adam? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Va^ 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a studrat or students like Ad^? 
10 20 30 40 50^ 60 70 80 90 ITO 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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Part C; 
Think about all the people who have told you that 
you could be successful at teaching a student or 
students like Adam. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you 
that you could teach a student or students like Adam? 
10 2(5 3S 40 50 60 70 80 90 iOO~ 
No Little Great Vay 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could 
be successful at teaching a student or students like Adam? 
___ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ __ 
No little Great Vecy 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping 
you to form an opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a 
student or students like Adam? 
lO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 I00~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
Part D; 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Adam. 
Imagine yourself teaching a lesson to a group of 25 
second-grade students that also includes Adam. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your nervousness, 
fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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APPENDIX N 
SURVEY ITEMS FOR SECTION 3; DEPTH OF EXPERIENCES 
1. What is your gender? Male Female 
2. What is your age? years-old 
3. What is your Major Area of Study? 
4. What is your Minor Area of Study or Concentration? 
5. What is your GPA (grade point average)? 
6. We are interested in the prior experience that preservice teachers have had with 
exceptionality. Do you have any family members with a handicapping condition? 
No 
Yes 
• What is this person's relationship to you? (egs. father, sister) 
• Specify this person's handicapping condition. 
7. How would you judge your current ability to teach in a regular elementary classroom of 25 
typical students? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
8. Please indicate with an X whether or not you have had any field experience in each of the 
following grade levels. 
Experience No Experience 
PRESCHOOL 
FIRST GRADE 
SECOND GRADE 
THIRD GRADE 
FOURTH GRADE 
FIFTH GRADE 
SIXTH GRADE 
9. Have you had other student teaching experiences? Yes No 
If yes, please list your previous student teaching experiences: 
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APPENDIX O 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Imagine that you are a newly hired second-grade teacher in a 
medium sized elementary school. Your elementary principal believes that 
it is very important to understand your teaching preferences. She knows 
that each teacher is an individual with differing strengths and 
weaknesses, beliefs, and comfort levels. 
She has devised the following system to survey all the teachers in 
her building. Using the responses, she is able to build a personal proflle 
for each teacher. 
It is interesting to note that at the end of the flrst year using this 
survey, those teachers who answered honestly experienced the most 
productive and successful school year of their careers. 
The survey asks you to answer questions about a series of student 
case studies. Each case study is about a second-grade boy. You are 
given an indication about the academic, behavioral, and physical skills 
for each boy. Although the case studies are brief, use the information to 
form a general impression about the student described. 
As you answer each question it is important for you to think about: 
1. All 25 students in your fictitious second grade classroom, 
2. The individual boy described in the case study, 
3. Your individual teaching style and skills. And 
4. Most importantly, both you and the school district have a 
strong expectation that each student will learn at a rate pretty close to 
his/her expected potential. 
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Ted reads books at a second-grade level and keeps pace with peers during 
math. He demonstrates on-task behaviors about 90% of the time. Ted listens 
attentively and is friendly to peers. His vision and hearing are normal and he is as 
coordinate as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
opacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
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1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Ted and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Ted as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Ted. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offa-? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 i0O~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Ted in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Ted is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Ted and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vey Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely UnUkely Likely Likely 
5. If Ted is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 S0 70 80 90 r0O~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Paul writes a par^raph with a topic sentence and at least three supporting 
sentences. He is beginning to solve 2-digit addition problems with 76% to 88% 
accuracy. Paul responds verbally and positively to the good fortune of others. His 
attention is usually directed toward the assigned task. I^ul has a visual impairment 
diat requires reading materials to be presented in Braille. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
136 
1. Assume you have accqpted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classnx>ms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Paul and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Paul as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
KJ 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Paul. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
lO 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 TOO"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Paul in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Paul is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Paul and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
iU 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 100"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Litely Likely 
5. If Paul is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  ^
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Jim writes book reports that are 2 to 4 paragraphs in length providing the major 
story elements. He completes timed math tests with 90% accuracy. Jim is noted for 
his immaturity and must be watched constantly or he will destroy the work of others. 
FQs vision and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
c^acities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
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1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Jim and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Jim as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
IS 20 50 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you wiU be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Jim. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 SO 70 80 90 l00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Jim in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 50 40 50 SO 70 80 50 ioo~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Jim is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Jim and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 "W"^ 90 I0O~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Jim is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 50 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  ^
V&y Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely UnUfcely likely Likely 
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Chris completes daily assignments with 84% accuracy and minimal teacher 
direction. He is very forgetful and seems unaware of what is expected by his teacher. 
His self-esteem is low and he's unforgiving of the mistakes he makes. Chris's vision 
and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
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1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Chris and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Chris as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Chris. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 Jo 40 50 50 70 80 90 lOOT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Chris in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regiilar education classroom? 
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Chris is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Chris and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
lO 20 30 40 5D So 70 80 90 iOO" 
Vety Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
5. If Chris is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
iO 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
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Brian uses a dictionary to correct spelling errors and solves two-step math 
story problems with 87% accuracy. His relationships with peers are quarrelsome and 
he is prone to get into trouble when left alone. Brian has an orthopedic impairment 
tiiat requires him to use an electric wheelchair for mobility and a computer for word 
processing. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
142 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Brian and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Brian as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70~ §0 90 100 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Brian. 
How likely would you be to acc^t this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 §0 90 100" 
Veiry Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Brian in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
H5 50 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 1^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Wecy 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Brian is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Brian and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
To "10 30 40 50 S0 70 80 90 lOF" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Brian is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  ^
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
143 
Randy uses the table of contents and index to locate information with 75% 
accuracy. He is beginning to solve multiplication problems on a concrete level. 
R^dy is moody and a loner who is continue^y seeking attention and testing adults to 
see if they lite him. Randy has a hearing impairment that requires amplification and 
close proximity to the speaker in order to lip read. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for thus grade 
level. 
144 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Randy and 24 
typical second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Randy as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
iO 20 30 40 50 60 70 SD 90 iOO~~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of yoiu* 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Randy. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
TO 20""^ 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 IO0~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your cuirent ability to assist Randy in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 W 70 80 90 I00~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Randy is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Randy and 
the other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 SO 70 80 90 TOO" 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Randy is included in your r^lar education classroom, how likely are you to 
recommend him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 50 70 §0 90 iOo" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
145 
Gary recognizes five sight words and adds numbers 1 to 10. He is weU-liked 
by both peers and adults. He completes assigned tasks on time and with a positive 
attitude. Gary's vision and hearing ate normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Please keep (he following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their co^itive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
146 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Gary and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Gary as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 50 ISoT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Gaty. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 S0 70 10 50 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Gary in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40" 50 §0 70 80 90 lOT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Gary is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Gary and the 
other students will achieve at or about ttieir expected potential? 
10 W~ 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 IO0~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Gary is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 50 70 80 50 i00~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
147 
Adam identiiies all printed letters of the alphabet and matches the numerals 1 to 
25. He will oftentimes verbally disrupt group tasks and refuses to go with his class to 
lunch or gym. Adam has a convulsive disord^ that is controlled with medication most 
of the time, but he still has a seizure on the average of 4 times per year. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
cq)acities are all within the normal range for ttds grade 
level. 
148 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students, llie other classroom consists of a student like Adam and 24 
typical second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Adam as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
IS 20 30 40 50 SS 70 80 90 iOO~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a SC1K)O1 and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Adam. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
lO 20 30 40 50 50 70 SO 90 ToD" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Adam in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
V«y Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Adam is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Adam and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Adam is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
149 
Scott reads five common signs, such as; stop, walk, mens. He counts 
backwards from 10 and subtracts objects 1 to 10. Scott is overly dependent on teacher 
guidance. When asked to work ind^ndently, he will either suck his thumb or cry. 
Scott has cerebral palsy that requires him to use a computer for legible word 
processing. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
c£q}acities are all within the normal range for tUs grade 
level. 
150 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Scott and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Scott as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Scott 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 70 80 90 TO0~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Scott in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iO0~ 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Scott is included in your regtilar education classroom, how likely is it that Scott and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50"^ So 70 §0 90 1^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
5. If Scott is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
151 
Kevin prints both uppercase and lowercase letters and a few words that are 1-3 
letters in length. He knows the equivalence of objects in groups of 1 to 10. When 
playing a game with peers, Kevin waits patienfly for his turn. He follows teacher 
directions and listens attentively. At the age of 5-years-old, Kevin was in a car 
accident resulting in severe trauma and injury to his heil 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
c^acities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
152 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student Uke Kevin and 24 
typical second gra<te studoits. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Kevin as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Kevin. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
lO 20 30 40 50 60 TD* 80 90 iW 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Kevin in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 §0 90 TOO" 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Kevin is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Kevin and 
the other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 TS 80 90 ISO~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat V&ry 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Kevin is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to 
recommend him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
153 
Mike matches uppercase letters to lowercase letters and he matches pennies, 
nickels, dimes, and quarters. He continually disrupts the class and seems to be angry 
much of the time. On the playgroimd, Mike verbsdly and physically bullies the other 
children. His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coor&nated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are m the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are ail within the normal range for dfiis grade 
level. 
154 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two ava^le second grade classrcx)ms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student Uke Mike and 24 typical 
second grade shidents. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Mike as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 9^ 100~ 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like MikB. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iO0~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vey 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
3. How would you ju^e your current ability to assist Mike in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unable Unable Able Abte 
4. If Mike is included in j^our regular education classroom, how likely is it that Milse and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Mike is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 50 I00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
155 
Ben will consistently identify 5 beginning sounds when heard in a word. He 
knows the value of pennies, nickels, and dinjes. When he is left to work on tasks 
independently, Ben stares out the window or off into space. His vision and hearing 
are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their costive, behavioral, and physical 
c^}acities are aU within the normal range for ttiis grade 
level. 
156 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Ben and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Ben as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 W 70 80 90 TOO^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unhkely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Ben. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 lU 40 50 60 70 80 90 lOO"" 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Ben in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your tegular education classroom? 
Ho 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 lOOT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vary 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Ben is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Ben and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 TOOT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Ben is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
157 
David can label 8 colors and 4 shapes. He rote counts to 4. David says please 
and thank-you to peers and adults. He enjoys school and is eager to learn. KQs vision 
and hearing are normal and he is as coordinated as his peers 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for &is grade 
level. 
158 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two ava^le second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like David and 24 
typical second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes David as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like David. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 50 100" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist David in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 iO0~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vary 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If David is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that David and the 
otiier students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 IO0~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If David is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
159 
Jolm will turn his eyes and head toward the person that says his name. He 
makes cooing, gurgling, or other sounds when spoken to and responds to others with 
a smile. John expresses the emotions of pleasure, sadness, and distress with body 
movements and facial expressions. He was bom with spina bifida that requires him to 
use a wheelchair for mobility and depend on physical assistance for his basic personal 
needs. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behaviwal, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
160 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second ^ade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like John and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes John as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
iO 20 30 40 50 6D 70 80 90 lOST" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like John. 
How Ukely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist John in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat V&ry 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If John is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that John and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
5. If John is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
lO 2D 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 lO  ^
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
161 
When requested, Tom will tell his first and last name. He can put together a 6-
piece inset puzzle. Last year, Tom beat a peer so severely that minor surgery was 
required. He has bitten a number of his classmates and requires constant supervision. 
His vision and hearing are normal and he is as coor^nated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for tMs grade 
level. 
162 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a stu(tent like Tom and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Tom as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 50 ~70 80 90 TOO"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Tom. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlilcely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Tom in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Tom is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it tliat Tom and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 M" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Tom is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
iU 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 iOO~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
163 
Peter sat up at the age of two. His intelligible speech consists of approximately 
15 words. He continually makes noises during class and spends about 50% of the day 
out of his seat Peter was bom with hydrocephalus, an enlargement of the head, that 
has been surgically treated with a shunt implanted behind his ear. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind; 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
164 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. Ilie other classroom consists of a student like Peter and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Peter as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
lO 20 30 40 50 (60 70 80 90 iCiO~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Peter. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Peter in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
lO 20 30 40 5S go 70 80 90 10^ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Peter is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Peter and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If PetCT is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 I00~" 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
165 
Mark can label 20 familiar objects and he follows one-st^ directions. He is 
quiet and withdrawn, refusing to interact with others. Mark's vision and hearing are 
normal and he is as coordinate as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind; 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher^s aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
cf5)acities are all within the normal range for Ws grade 
level. 
166 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Mark and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Mark as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
lO"" 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 ToT" 
Veay Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Mark. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 TOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Mark in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veay 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Maiic is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Mark and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
5. If Mark is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
167 
Rick can draw a circle and follow directions that require two actions in 
sequence. He can imitate one-syllable words, but generally relies on gestures or 
pointing to communicate his basic needs. Rick has poor eye contact and he has 
difficulty concentrating on a task for more than 2-minutes. He was diagnosed at birth 
with Fetal Alcohol Syndrome due to excessive alcohol consumption by his mother 
during pregnancy. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in tiie classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
c^acities are all within the nramal range for tMs grade 
level. 
168 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two avaUable second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 tjyical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Rick and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Rick as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the otha* classroom? 
lO 20 30 40 5(} So 70 80 90 10^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract m a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like RicL 
How likely would you be to accqpt this teaching offer? 
10 20 ~"30 40 50 60 70 80 90 lOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Rick in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80~~ 90 lO^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Rick is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Rick and the 
other students will achieve at or about tiieir expect«i potential? 
IS 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Rick is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 IW 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
169 
Steve rote counts to 5, labels 8 colors, and points to 4 shapes. His self-esteem 
is low and he is uncertain about what his teacher expects of him. He is very forgetful. 
Steve has an orthopedic impairment. He is in a wheelchair and needs help moving 
around. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind; 
1. You are in flie classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
170 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Steve and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Steve as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classnx)m? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Steve. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
lO 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Steve in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
W&y Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Steve is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Steve and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
iO 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 lOF" 
Vary Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Steve is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
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Jeff adds the numbers 1 to 10. He recognizes five sight words and can 
identify five beginning sounds when he hears them in a word. When left alone, Jeff is 
prone to get into trouble by destroying the work of others and classroom property. 
Jeff has a hearing impairment that requires looking at the speaker in order to lip read. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their co^itive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all witiiin the normal range for this grade 
level. 
172 
1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract. Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Jeff and 24 typical 
second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Jeff as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 3S 40 50 So 70 80 90 IOS~~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Jeff. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Jeff in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veiy 
Un^le Unable Able Able 
4. If Jeff is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Jeff and the 
other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Jeff is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to recommend 
him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Robert follows one-step directions. He can draw a circle and say the name of 
15 familiar objects. Robert verbally and physically bullies the other children and will 
frequently disrupt class time with verbal obscenities. His vision and hearing are 
normal and he is as coordinated as his peers. 
Please keep the following assumptions in mind: 
1. You are in the classroom alone without a teacher's aide. 
2. Your class consists of 24 typical second graders which 
means that their cognitive, behavioral, and physical 
capacities are all within the normal range for this grade 
level. 
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1. Assume you have accepted a teaching contract Your principal asks you to choose between 
two available second grade classrooms. One of the classrooms consists of 25 typical 
second grade students. The other classroom consists of a student like Robert and 24 
typical second grade students. 
How likely would you be to choose the classroom that includes Robert as part of your 
teaching assignment instead of the other classroom? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iOOT" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vary 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
2. Assume that you have been offered a teaching contract in a school and community of your 
liking. However, you will be assigned a typical second grade classroom that also includes 
a student like Rob^. 
How likely would you be to accept this teaching offer? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 IDoT" 
Wecy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
3. How would you judge your current ability to assist Robert in achieving at or about his 
expected potential in your regular education classroom? 
To 20 3(5 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vary 
Unable Unable Able Able 
4. If Robert is included in your regular education classroom, how likely is it that Robert and 
the other students will achieve at or about their expected potential? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 TOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
5. If Robert is included in your regular education classroom, how likely are you to 
recommend him for special education? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Your new building principal is also interested in the 
training and hands-on experiences you have had in the past. She 
uses this information to plan for staff development opportunities. 
To this end, your principal has developed the following 
needs assessment. You will be given a specific category or 
classification of students to think about. 
Although we know that students are much more complex, 
PLEASE think only about the personal experiences you have had 
with the single characteristic given. 
For example: 
R a n d y  i s  a c a d e m i c a l l y  t w o  y e a r s  
b e h i n d  a  t y p i c a l  s e c o n d - g r a d e  b o y .  
In this example, you should think only about Randy's 
academic abilities and not about his behavioral, emotional, or 
physical abilities. 
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Adam's academic learning rate is considered typical of a second-
grade boy. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Adam as part of a 
group of regular education students? 
To 20 30 40 50 §0 70 80 90 TOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Adam 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
ID 2U 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 TOO" 
V^ Somewhat Somewhat Exacdy 
Diffffent Different the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Adam? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Ad^? 
W 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 l00~ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Voy 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Adam. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Ad^? 
lO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 TOOT" 
No little Great Voy 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Adam? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 ToS" 
No Little Great Vay 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
Adam? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Somewhat Somewhat \&cy 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Adam. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes Adam. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Veary 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
178 
Brian's academic learning rate is between one and two years 
behind most second-grade boys. 
PartA: 
Have you ever taught a student like Brian 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Brian as part of a group 
of regular education students? 
To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iOO~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successfiil Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Brian 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
lO 20 30 40 50 50 70 80 50 1(5^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Different the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Brian? 
ID 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 50 iOO~ 
Weiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Brian? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  ^
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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Parte: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successfiil at 
teaching a student or students lite Brian. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Brian? 
lO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Brian? 
10 50 30 40 50 So 70 80 50 IDO^" 
No Little Great Voy 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuaduig you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
Brian? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 §0 50 f0O~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vexy 
Unimportant UnimpOTtant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Brian. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesscm to a group of 25 second-grade students tliat ^so includes Brian. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
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David^s academic learning rate is three or more years behind most 
second-grade boys. 
Part A; 
Have you ever taught a student like David 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1, 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like David as part of a 
group of regular education students? 
10 2D 30 4U 5S 60 70 80 90 IOD~" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like David 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Different the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
David? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 lOO 
Very Somewhat Somewhat V&y 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful SuccessftU 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like David? 
n5 2S 30 40 50 §0 70 80 90 lOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Veay 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like David, 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like David? 
iO 20 30 40 50 SO 70 80 90 TOO" 
No litde Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like David? 
IS 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iOO~ 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
David? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 lOO" 
Voy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like David. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes David. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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John demonstrates school-related behaviors that are considered 
typical of a second-grade boy. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like John 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like John as part of a group 
of regular education students? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like John 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
10 20 3D 40 50 60 70 80 90 100" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Diffaent the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
John? 
To 20 30 40 50 SO 70 80 50 rOO"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like John? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  ^
W&y Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you cx)uld be successfid at 
teaching a student or students like John. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like John? 
iO 2S 3S 40 50 60 70 80 90 lOO" 
No little Great Vexy 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like John? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
No Little Great Very 
Extent Ext^t Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
John? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like John. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes John. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Kevin demonstrates behaviors that are considered disruptive and 
aggressive compared to most second-grade boys. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like Kevin 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Kevin as part of a 
group of regular education students? 
lO 2S 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 iOO~ 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessfiil Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Kevin 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about yoiu- impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to P£at C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Diffaent die Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Kevin? 
lO 20 30 40 50 50 70 80 90 TOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students lite Kevin? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 TOO" 
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Kevin. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Kevin? 
lO 20 3U 40 50 So 70 80 90 lOO" 
No little Great Veiy 
Ext^t Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Kevin? 
To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 l00~ 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
Kevin? 
10 20 30 40 50 S0 70 80 90 lOO" 
Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartP: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Kevin. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes Kevin. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 SO 70 §0 90 100  ^
Veiy Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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Mike demonstrates behaviors that are considered withdrawn and 
depressed compared to most second-grade boys. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like Mike 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Mike as part of a group 
of regular education students? 
To 2S 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 10^ 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
PartB: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Mike 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
To 2S So 40 50 50 70 80 90 ISO"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Diffaent Diffaent the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Mike? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successiiil 
4. How important was observing this pe^n in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Mite? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100" 
Ve  ^ Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC; 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students Uke Mike. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Mike? 
lO 20 30 40 50 60 70 §0 90 IOS~ 
No little Great V«y 
Extent Extent Extait Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Mike? 
To 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10^ 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like 
Mike? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Mike. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that dso includes Mike. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelCTat^ heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely likely Likely 
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PauVs physical development is considered typical of a second-
grade boy. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like Paul 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Paul as part of a group 
of regular education students? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successftil Successful 
Part B: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Paul 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
iU 20 30 40 50 SS 70 80 90 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Ex^^tly 
Different Different the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Paul? 
lO 2S 30 40 50 So 70 80 50 TOST" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successfiil you could be in teaching a student or students like Paul? 
TO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 TOO" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Vay 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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Parte; 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Paul. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Paul? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Paul? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
No little Great Very 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Paul? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 TDo" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat V&y 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Paul. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that also includes Paul. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelaat^ heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 IDO~ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely likely 
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Tom*s physical development is considered severely impaired 
compared to most second-grade boys. 
Part A: 
Have you ever taught a student like Tom 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your experience teaching this student and answer question 1. 
If no, go to Part B. 
1. How successful were you at teaching a student or students like Tom as part of a group 
of regular education students? 
10 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 100" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
Part B: 
Have you ever observed someone teach a student like Tom 
as part of a group of regular education students? 
YES NO 
If yes, think about your impressions of this observation and answer questions 2,3, &4. 
If no, go to Part C. 
2. Was this person a person you could identify with as a teacher? 
TO 20 30 40 50 SO 70 80 50 1^ 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Exactly 
Different Diffo-ent the Same the Same 
3. How successful was the person you observed in teaching a student or students like 
Tom? 
To 20 3U 40 50 50 70 80 50 TOO" 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Successful Successful 
4. How important was observing this person in helping you to form an opinion about 
how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Tom? 
TO 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 IW 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
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PartC: 
Think about all the people who have told you that you could be successful at 
teaclmg a student or students lite Tom. 
5. To what extent have there been people who have tried to persuade you that you could 
teach a student or students like Tom? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 ~90 l00~ 
No little Great Wery 
Extent Extent Extent Great Extent 
6. To what extent have these people tried to persuade you that you could be successful at 
teaching a student or students like Tom? 
fO 20 40 50 6(5 70 80 50 iOO~ 
No Little Great Vay 
Extent Extent ExtKit Great Extent 
7. How important have these efforts at persuading you been in helping you to form an 
opinion about how successful you could be in teaching a student or students like Tom? 
10 W JQ 40 5(5 60 70 80 90 100"" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important 
PartD: 
Assume you are asked to teach a student like Tom. Imagine yourself teaching a 
lesson to a group of 25 second-grade students that ^ so includes Tom. 
8. As you are teaching the class, think about what you might be physically experiencing. 
How likely are you to experience sweaty palms, an accelerate heart rate, a nervous 
stomach, shaky knees, or other similar physical reactions indicating your 
nervousness, fear, or anxiety? 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely 
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1. What is your gender? Male Female 
2. What is your age? years-old 
3. What is your Major Area of Study? 
4. What is your Minor Area of Study or Concentration? 
5. What is your GPA (grade point average)? 
6. We are interested in the prior experience that preservice teachers have had with 
exceptionality. Do you have any family members with a handicapping condition? 
No 
Yes 
• What is this person's relationship to you? (egs. father, sister) 
• Specify this person's handicapping condition. 
7. How would you judge your current ability to teach in a regular elementary classroom of 25 
typical students? 
"To 20 30 40 50 So 70 80 90 TOO 
Vay Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Unable Unable Able Able 
8. Please indicate with an X whether or not you have had any field experience in each of the 
following grade levels. 
Experience No Experience 
PRESCHOOL 
FIRST GRADE 
SECOND GRADE 
THIRD GRADE 
FOURTH GRADE 
FIFIH GRADE 
SIXTH GRADE 
9. Have you had other student teaching experiences? Yes No 
If yes, please list your previous student teaching experiences: 
